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: ABSTRACT . ~

The City ScHool District of New Rochelle, the Pennington Element&ry

Sghool, Mount Vernon and the Hillcrest Elemen’tary‘School, Spring Valley
’\ .

shared_a common need fér more éffective evaluation. The practicum’parti-
cipants, all employed in the districts mentioned, set out to fill this need‘
by developing an‘d implementing a workable evaluation model.
The .evaluation modgl adopted by the practicum partigipants was
' 7

developed out of Stufflebeam’'s CIPP model and incorporated aspects of

Provus' Discrepancy mode) and data collection methods emphasized by

e »

Stake.

The resulting New Rochelle Evaluation Model has been implemented

1 - ~ ; N ‘e
an a district-wide level in the City School District of ljew Rochelle, and

& -
on a.building level in the Hillcrest Ele‘mentary School, Spring Valley, and
the Pennirigton Elementary School, Mount Vernon. The district-wide evalua-

tion focused on all programs for students with special needs, while the

[

building level evaluation focused on reading programs.
kY

The participants believe that the model they have develcped will

assist in their school's and district's making more effective educational

decisions.
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CHAPTER I ‘

INTRODUCTION:

AN ANALYSIS OF THE SUBJECT DISTRICT'S CHARACTERISTICS

The City of New Rochelle, located in lower Westchester County, New

York, is a suburb of 75,385 residents seventeen miles from the heart of New York

a»

City. The socio-econ.:mic status of the population ranges from thé high and

\

P .

upper middle class to an ever-increasing number of low income families, m_any
of whom are the working poor or are welfare recipie‘lts. According to most recent
Title I figures, there are i,214 AFDC children living in the city, 198 foster,
children, and four of the city's ten elemehtary schgols have a poverty-eligible
enrollment of 30%.1 . ‘. : \\

The commu.nity is a microcosm of the greater New York me’f‘ropolitan a\ a,
The public schools' 11,681 students reflect the ethnic and socio-economic
diversity of the city. There is a sizable black minprity (10,854), a large Italifm
community, and a growing number of students entering the school system to w}‘flom
English is a second language. (The primary language of this sub-group is usually
Italian but there is a developing Spanish speaking minority also.)

‘T}3e New Rochelle School District is cotermi.nous with the City of New
Rochelle and consists of one comprehensive high school, two junior high schools,
ten elementary schools and one {earni’pg center. Fourteen pri'yate and parochial
schools enroll approximately 3,200 students., ,'

*

A TFederal Court decree in 1961 ordered the New Rochelle Board of Educa-

tion to develop a desegregation plan for the predominantly black Lincoln Ele-

mentary School. The Bparrd's plan allowed parents 6f the Lincoln students: io

8

/
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transfer their ghildren to other schools in the city, with the stipulations that.the
transfer of children would not cause class sizes to exceed the existing class

size averages in the rest of the city s schools, and that the ethnic balance in the

receiving school would not exceed 50% black. In September 1961 approximately

>

half the Linccln student pdpulation was transferred to other elementary schools.

During 1962, the Lincoln Sc_hool remained open but with only half its original

-

student body. By 1963 the District closed the school entirely with all the re- -

maining students havirrg been transferred to New Rochelle's then eleven other
_elementary schools. At this same time, the Board then provided transportation. ¢
for all the Lincoln students living from 1—1/2 to 10 miles from their new schooal. ‘
Previously Lincoln par,entthad.contract‘ed'dir.ectly for their own transportation.
Today New Rochelle remains-in compliance with the court orger, with
the elementary schools' black populatien ranging from 14 to 49 percent. Sfu- .
dents from the forrr:er Lincoln School area continue to rje bussed 1r1t'lo schools
| .which s‘erve basicaliy white residential a‘reas. But, while the school system
is "desegregated" in terms of court order under ‘which it operates, this is ac-
complished by bussing children of whom the overwhelming majority are black
and from 1on income families into schools whose population is overwhelmingly
white and well-to-do middle class. Because of inadequate resources and‘the
shortcomings of traditional evaluation techniques, the district has been unable

effectively to evaluate the impact of these forces on the academic achievement, -

emotional growth and racial attitudes of its students. Nor has the district been

able to determine the effect of teacher and community attitudes on the achieve-

ment of its students,

i
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. Events surrounding the closing of Lincoln School and movements in edu-
cation cn a local, state and national level served to focus attention on the fact
that the schools had'not .been successful in providing many of their students with
basic and 'esse;xtial skills‘. In spite of the best efforts of a dedicated and know-
ledgeable staff and the expenditure of conéiderable state and federal funds on
special projects throughout these last years, it cannot be said that the district's
basic goal 6f "having e-véry child acquire those basic skills which enat;le him t

make the further educational choices which will best fulfill his desires and his

abilities " has been achieved. At this tim'e tests Show that 24% of the schoo!

population is performing below, minimum competency levels in reading and 35%
o . ,

below that level ir; math. There is considerable parental dissatisfaction and
[ 4 ‘ .

"disillusionment wi{th present school per(fqymance, evidenced in part by the con-

.

siderable number 75f children who attend w/ate or parochia! schools. Many of
thqse parents whé do Beve a ch‘oice of schools opt for the non-public ;chools.

Within the public schools there seems to be a range in.the results pro*
duced by exposure to New Rochelle's educational program. In the spring of 1971,
"The New Rochelle School Pmfile: A Report of the New Rochelle Public Schools
to the Community" was publishe;i; (Appenc_iix A). Perhaps the most salient fact
about the elementary sch‘ools that came to public attention as a result of this
s‘tudy' was tile range of difference shown from one school to another when one

(

looks at any of the recorded achievement scores. One school recorded five per-

' cent of its 6th grade "below minimum competency" in reading; another *school

fifty percent. These problems, common to @almost all urban systems, persist

-

even though the district now draws funds from many state and federal agencies
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prccedures, little is certain about the effect of these programs on each student,

4,

.
including ESEA Title I, Title II, Title III, Title IV, Aid to Urban Education,-ESAA
Manpower Training, Educational I?rofessional Development Ac‘t, Pre—Kindergarten,
and NDEA III. Last year well over $1,000,000 came into the district ir categori-
cal funding from these and other sources.

| In addition, the dist-ict has developed a variety of curricula and instruc-
-'tlonal innovations inciuding an extensive district-wide open ecucation program
at the.‘elementary level, Mid-Start »rograms for junior high schools, a Mini- |
Course ;;rogram at the high school as well as one mocieled after the Philadelphia
Parkway Program, Also changes have occurred at the classroom level with the
movement of a ﬂarge number of teachers towards inéividualization of instruction,

personalized learning, differentiated staffing ar‘wd teaming, IPI, Modular Sched~

uling, etc. But again, at ieast in part because of a lack of effective evaluation

his achievement or affective deveinpment. And, too, the administrative decision-

making effecfiveness is severely hampered by a lack of pertineni information on
. \

students, programs and curricula. .

New Rochelle is not substantially different from thousands of other city
ar}d suburban public school systems in that the rising cost of operation has placed
an unbearable burden on its local property taxpayers.  But it is different.inone_ _ . __|
potentially destructive wcy: while most of the others have the latitude, however
burdensome, .to increase local reyvenues by raising taxes, New Rochelle is blocked
from that op;tion by the Consti'tution of the State of New York. It has reached the

2.0 percent tax limit imposed by Article VIII, Sectiylo (c) on any schooi district

which is coterminous with, partly within or wholly within a city having less than

125,000 inhabitants.

24
-
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In the past, to reach the education objectives of the community, the‘i
people have voted to increase-their contributign, through taxes, to the operation

of the schools, and in recent years have’ authorized increases in the tax limit
\

from 1.25 to 2.0 percent. Now, because of the Constitutional impediment just

/

mentioned, that way to better or rr;ore varied programs is closed to them. .
: L ]
Iroﬁically, alj:hough the community has demonstrateci .its ppwe&u} support for
excellence in its schools over the years, the flexibility to determine its future_
academic destiny has been seriously dimihr_xished. Forced to deli.ver mandated
scivices and to meet State-ordered requirements in staff negotiations, course
offerings,\etc. ., the district has =2xhausted its available local resources. Th‘eseq
financial constraints have imposed upon New Rochzlle the need to rethink and
redesign ‘many aspects of its scho§l program. )

In 1971, for instance, the district‘wa's faced with a budgeta:y deficit of
$1.2 million dollars. The alternatives were limitgd. The district could hax;e
adopted the usual standard measures ot cutting costs by incr‘e\Ksing class size,
cutting all Specialists., dropping or trimming programs, cutting service, supplics,
etc. Instead, the district decided to use its fiscal pfoblem as an opportunity to
redesidn education in the district with two clear criteria in mind: ' C

\
1. to stay w1thin budget limitation'

2. to provide a better program for children than had beeri brovided
previously by refining instructional delivery systems.
Of course, the New Rochelle redesign had to involve parents, teachers

-
and community. The citizens of New Rochelle had to see the impending cutbacks

as providing a starting point, a base for imprcvement rather than. an attack on the
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schools. To effect this change the superintendent obtained a small grant from

. ,
the Rockefeller Foundation to plan and carry oyt citizen participation in the

redesign process by holding a series of conferences in the schools wheré teachers,
parents, students and citizens could identify for themselves the problems faced
‘by the district and the'vobjectivés of the district's educational sysiem. Fifty-

R 2 . R
- eight problem areas were identified by the group. Then the committee identi-

> 4 . 3
" fied 23 objectives.: They then proceeded to analyze several of the objectives

P ~ -

in detail and to suggest means for their achievement./

\

THE NEED FOR A DEPENDABLE EVALUATION SYSTEM

These sessions -clea‘rly revealed the cdmm-unity's desire for more informa-
"t)ion-e;bout their schools. All agreed that desegre_c_@tion, aitered social attitudes
and shrinking‘ financial re.‘sources'wo'{lld inevitably continue to pro;i\use\changes.
If thgse changes:were indeed i'neluc;tablé, the community wanted them based upon

clear, current and thorough information. ;
% ° ¢
7

The district made great changes based in part on community input received
from the Redesign conferences, including implemeptatioh of a district-wide

—reading program (MARK) which utilized reading specialists for tra‘ining teachers,

3

provided a full time language arts teacher for each school, developed self-help

reading laboratories, establi’shed‘an Educatjonal Learning Center to provide

o

intensive reading instruction for children with educatipnal disabilities, Educa- N

tional Support teams, working in the schools and at the Center, and Bloc‘k and
) | 4

Mini grants for schools and individual teachers.

‘- . i ] .
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Y— But after having accomplished .nese dramatic changes, straitened re-

*a

sources and inadequate evaluation insi‘.rument.s and procedures, made the district
‘imal')le \to measure adequately the effect of the new Red;asign prc;‘gram or {0 identify
ts weaknesses, strengths, or componen_ts'needim:; further research and develop-
men't.“ |

.One year afier Redesign the district once again faced/é f)udget deficit.

" Once again they sought from the community, through a series of hearings, sug-

gestions about what kind of economies and program reforms the public would

support. Once again the repeated advice of residents, teachers and parents

called for the superintendent to make the necessary decisions, but to make them
not based on political appeal, or proiessional intuition but rather based upoh
hard objective datz. It became evident again that the district needed ar evalua-

tion-information system that would provide the information needed by the district

1
! ~

administration to make crucial ‘deci.sions affecting particulay educatipnél prégrams,
staffing patterns and levels of pupil achi‘evement.
. The particip‘ants m this Maxi practicua, ;i‘.rc of whom hold administrative
positions in the City School District of New Rochelle, settled upon th.is need to
develop a system which would provide information necessary to decision-making
as a project worthwhile in its benefit both to the distr.ict,»and to_themselves.
They sought the approval of thg district's superintendent and, securing it, pro-
ceeced to work in developing the desired system. ‘ ]

The first step was to find out as much about the district and the origins

of its prasent difficulties as possible. Much of the foregoing in.this introduction

i$ the product of that effort in historical research. Next came an analysis of

current attitudes and perceptions.
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: k
In Apxil i 72 New Rochelle participated in a dxstrirt-w.de needs assess~

-

ment in conjunctior with Battell Institution of Columbus, Okio. The Needs
3 .
Assessment Survey identified areas of ceoncern as perceived by diiferent seg-
A} ‘ N

- ments of the community. In developing-the Needs Listing the Battelle staff

defined as a "need” any item with an index of 1.0 or higher. The index is the

S

4 .y b .
{ difference between the mean scores under (a) "desired” and (b) "actual” for :

Al

each question. Any item with an index of 1.5 or higher they considered a
A )
“critical need."® i , : ' :

‘ ‘In the Battelle Survey stu::lents seemed mo§t concerned abo'ut the difficulty
in expressing their ideas to school administrators and thé Board. They were
concerned toc with the need tor certain course offerings at:all three levels and
~with the degree to which staff members help eac}.l student become an effective
human being. They expressed the desire tc have a stronger votce in the formula- \

tion of school rules and regulations and more freedom in the various student
LN
media. Tkey also saw a need for student self-evaluation and a me;hod to do so.

)
Teachers were mcst roncerned about the area of evaluation both as a
\—a

means for the 1mprovement of the educational program and as it might lead to
recognition‘ of ancé reward-for superior performance, . Arother area of teacher con-
cern was the need for grograms that woutd prevent iearning d—is’abilities from
developing and that would deal with them at the point of initial diagnosis..

Teachers saw the need for effective planning in their courses and in the district's

- - 3
-~ . .

total program. They spokz2 in favor of training pregrams in educat{c‘mal planning

v

for board members and in the development of a worthwhile orientation program for

- new teachers. They also sought particii)atiorz in t}{e development cf the school

budget.

b.a
¢l
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The community and parents also expressed concern in the arza of evalua-

. ad

tion as it regarded board and administrator accountability. They were concerned
with improving auxiliary services, sought improvement in pupil guidance, and
in extra-curricular activities, Community members sought greater individualiza-

tion of 1/nstruction and more effective communication about board and schoci

activities. -
Administrators spoke cut clearly in favor of eifective in-service training

programs for administrators (and for-the encéuragement and resources to partici-
pate). Tney saw need for a comprehensive and in-depth orientation program for
board members. They indicated a need for systematic (cost/effective) evaluation
of the educational program, use of results to improve the educational program,
and use of follow-up information obtained from gradua:ies.,

In summary the Battelle findings confirmed repeated eariier indications:-

there is high degree of concern and agreement amon¢ all groups for educational

~

planning and evaluation.

Redesign, budget hearings, the Battelle prograrm - each time the public
or the staff had an opportunity to exprass its perception of the distuct's needs -

the same need was named: the need for a more complete system of collecting

relevant 1n‘ormation and of presenting it in such a way that it would be useful

in tho making of decisions. And that is wha}‘ we, the Mexi parhcxpants} sat out

to provide: a comprehensive system for collecting, storing and displaymg

pertinent data, a system that would provide the means to make the myriad deCJ."

sions requtred of a school system in the ~urrent era, a total educationdl evalua-

ticn system.
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The components for such a comprehensive evaluation system, we specu-

lated, miéht include:
1. ACHIEVEMENT MONITORING DATA: Information to teachers on

" student achievement of specified learning objectives;

-

2. NEEDS ASSESSMENT DATA: Information from teachers, parents and
students, concerning the needs for achieving priority goals;
3. TEACHER EVALUATION DATA: Administrator and students' subjective

- a

perceptions of teacher efféctiveness; .

4. ADMINISTRATOR EVALUATION DATA: Teachers' and students' sub-
jective perceptions of administratoi effectiveness:;

' §. ATTITUDE MQNITORING DATA: _Information on teacher, parent,
student, ana relevant $ther attitudes toward school and the school
environment;

6. GO;\L SETTING DATA: Information to administrators from parents,
teachers, and students, concerning what the priority goals for the
'school district should be;

7. PROGRAM MONITORING DATA: Information relating to the cost,

| conduct and effectiveness: of programs, individually and in related
combinations;

8. PROGRAM PIANNING DATA: Projections of the social, demographic,
economic, and educational forces operating in the district.

The participants in this practicum are convinced that the need for a
. /’ \\
comprehensive system of evaluation in the City School District of New Rochelle \\

can convincingly be demonstrated. Given the proximity of the su’gject district to




11,
New York City, given its size, racial and socio-economic composition, its
financial status, the fluid, emergent nature of its programs, the éhanging ex-
pectations of its public and the incredibly rapid technological and philosophical
revolutions in the field of educStion, this district (and, we would posit, most

-

others as well) needs a system for collecting, for storing and for retrieving use-

ful information about itself so that intelligent, informed decisions can be made

L

relating to retaining, modifying or terminating components of the district's total

operation,

*9




CHAPTER II

PROCEDURES AND PRACTICUM PARTICIPANTS' TASKS‘,

»

The order in which this Pract;cum was carried out was as follows: -

steE Io A R
\ o
, A statement of need was developed by Mr. Olcott. This consisted of an

analysis of the City School District's character{sticsl, its needs in terms of data

-~

for decision-making, and the purposes to be served by the installation of a

!

"district-wide evaluation model. \\

A

\

Step 1.
Each practicum participant fully investigated and prepared a'description
of an available evaluation model.
~ Mr. Isidori and Mr. Zucker dealt with Stufflebeam's CIPP Model.

Mr. Pozzi dealt with the Stake Model.

Mrs, Gray dealt with the Provus Evaluation Model.

Mrs. Gess dealt with the Scriven Evaluation Model,

Mr. Ol(?ott and Mr. Samuels explored lesser-known evaluation models

mentioned in the Iitef'ature"‘including those of Hammond, Tyler, Metfessel-

\

\’

Michaels and others.

~

Step III.
The practicum participants then developed the pro and con aspects of the
model they investigated. They recommended those aspects of their model that

<

were applicable and feasible in the subject district. _
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/ tep V. o ,
\
\
\\ All' practicum participants by using the results of their model analyses
and materials fro

tank sessions.

Vo
v

m other districts, conducted joint brain-storming and think~

Through these sessions the practicum participants developed an.
evaluation model suited to the subject school situation.

¢
*

~

Step V.

Each practicum participant developed training m

aterials which related to
the model that he studied but which woul

d have application in‘ the new model
Step VI.

.
1

The practicum participants, a

s a group, developed a training program
for various levels of school personnel within the district.
Step VII.

These training

)

programs were conducted for sc}'\ool building staff, school
admini iv

e
: \
|

strative staff, district administrative staff and special services staff

according to the following schedule: ‘

a.

Mr. Zucker conducted in service training for all teaching staff
within his elementary school b

uilding in the City School District of Mount Vernon.

b. Mrs. Gess conducted in-service training for all teaching staff within
~ her elementary building in Spring Valley.

c. Mrs. Gray conducted training 'sessicns for department chairmen in
A\ .

her junior high school in the City School District of New Rochelle.
d. Mr. Pozzi co

nducted training sessions for elementary principals in
the City School District of New Rochelle.

w0
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e. Mr. Samuels conducted training sessions for secondary principals
and Mr. Olcott for district-wide administrators including the superintendent and
his cabinet, - . _ \

£, Mr. Isidori conducted training s2ssions for special service personnel,

Step VIII.

Practicum participants, concurrently with the training segsions incorpo-

rating suggestions made by the trainees them selves concerning fheir emerging

new roles, developed new role de‘scription_é ani functions for present staff.

Step IX.

Practicum participants provided adaifional training sessions for key

personnel, in their new-evaluation roles.

~.Step X.- - o

‘ Practicum participants developed guide books which coqtained procedures
‘andMforms necessary toconduet an evaluation of any type or level by teachers,

<«  administration or community.

Step XI.

Items VII - X above constituted, in fact, the first steps in the direction

of the implementation of an evaluation model on a‘district-wide basis.

-

Step XII.
Evaluation of a building program was implemented in an elementary school

in Mount Vernon and Spring Valley using the newly developed system.
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Step XIII.

Q

Evaluation of a district-wide program operating in New Rochelle, using

the newly developed system.

ROLES OF PRACTICUM PARTICIPANTS

Seymour Samuels

I coordinated all aspects of the practicum. (50 hours)

I investigated and pr;epared descriptions of l:ess well know;{ evaluation
models. Tﬁis investigation was done from the literature, visitations and con-
sultants, (48 hours) ) _

sAfter describing these evaluation models, I prepared pro E;nd con aspects

of the models. (32 hours)

would be feasible and applicable to the subject school situation.

I coordinated the practicum participant; in brain-storming and think-tank
sessions in the creation of a new evaluation model. (30 hours)

I developed training materials that related tb the models I 1nvest1§ated
and which seemed to have application in the new model. (32 hours) |

I coordinated the practicum participants, in working sessions, in the
creation of a training program for various levels of school personnel,. within the
district. (16 hours) -

I conducted training sessions for secondary school principals in the City

School District of New Rochelle. (30 hours)

ERIC At
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I coordinated the practicum participants in the development of new role

descriptions and operations for present staff and personnel. (16 hours)

I cgordinated the practicum participants in providing additional training

b ‘ sessions for key personnel in their new evaluation roles. (8 hours)
I‘coordinated the practicum participants in the development of evaluation
guide books. (48 hours)
I éoordinated the initiation of an evaluation forl;x‘district-wi‘de program _»
in conjunction with Pozzi, Olcott, Gray, and Isidori. (32 hours)
| I coordinated the efforts of Mount Vernon and Ramapo elementary schools
with Mr. Zucker and Mrs. Gess, (10 hours)

I coordinated evaluation of the practicum. (20 hours)

Richard Olrott ) 3

e - . . __1-developed the Needs section of the practicum, (48 hours)
I investigated and prepared descriptions of less well known c;.valuation
models. This investigation was done from the literature, visitations and con-

sultants. (48 hours)

After describing these evaluation models, I prepared pro and con aspects

of the models. (32 hours) ' .

I made recommendations as to which aspects of the investigated rlnodels
would be feasible and applicable to the subject school situation.
? I participated in brain-storming and think-tank sessions in the creati‘on
of a new evaluation model. (32 hours)

I developed training materials that related to tixe models I explored and

which seemed to have application to the new modcl.e (32 hours)

23 <
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I participated with other practicuxﬁ participants, in working sessions,
in order to create a training program for various 1eve1§ of school personnel
within t};e -gii‘strict. (16 hours)

I conducted training sessions for the. superintendent and his cabinet,.
in the use of the newly developed evaluation system. (30 hours) -

I participated with the other practicum participants in the development
of new role descriptions and operations for present staff and personnel. .My
major emphasis was on evaluation roles for central office staff (16 hours)

I assisted the other practicum participants in additional training sessions
for key personnel in their new eyaluation roles. (8 hours)

I assisted the other practicum participants in the devcalopment of év’alua—.
tion guide books. My major emphasis was guide books for central administra-
tion. (48 hours) |

In conjunction W1th Samuels, Pozzi, Gray and Isidori, I implemented the

evaluation of a district-wide program. (32 hours)

Diane Gess

I fully investigated and prepared a description of the Scriven evaluation
model. This investigation was done from the hterature, visitations and con-
sulténts. (48 hours) ‘

After describing the Scriven.evaluation model in detail, I prepared pro and
con aspects of the model. I made recommendatioﬁs as to which aspggts of. the

Scriven model would be feasible and applicable to the subject school situation.

(32 hours)
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I joined with the other practicum participants in brain-storming and think-

2

tank sessions in the creation of a new evaluation model. Irepresented the Scriven

i

' model as well as an elementary principal in the development of this new model.

(32 hours) . . -
1 developed training mg.t.eg;ials that related to the Scriven evaluation model
and which seemed to have application in the néw model, (32 hours) x
I participated with the other practicum participants, in working sessions,
in order to create a t;raining program for various levels of school personnel within
the district. (16 hours) |
I conducted training sessions in evaluation for the staff of my elementary

school in Spring Valley. (30 hours)

I worked with the other practicum participants in the development of rnew

role descriptions and operations for presenf staff and personnel, My major
emphasis was on the evaluation role of teachers. (16 hours) )
‘ I assisted the other practicum participants in additional i;‘aining ses/§ion.s
for key personnel in their new evaluation roles. (8 hours) Y
1 assistecj the other practicum participants in tﬁe development of evalua-
tion guide books. My major emphasis was guide books for elementary teachers.

(48 hoursj

- I implemented the evaluation of a program in my school building. (32 hours)

Jerrold Zucker |

I fully investigated and prepared a description of the CIPP evaluation

modsl. This investigaticn was done from the literature, visitations and con-

sultants. (48hours) -
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After describing the CIPP evaldetiqn medel in detail, ¥ prepared pro and '
con aspects of the model. I made recom;nendations as td which aspe‘ets of the
CIPP ;rxode_l would be feasibl’e and applicable to the sublect school situation.

(32 hours) ‘

I worked with the other practicum participants in brain- storming and {
think-tank sessions in the creation of a new evaluation model. I represented /
tl)e CIpPP model as well as the elementary principal in the development of thig
new model. (32 hours) . . {

I deyeloped training materials that related to the CIPP evaluation model
and which seemed to have application in the new model. (32 hours) |

I participated wit‘h tlde other practi'curﬁ participants, }n working sessions,
in order to.create a traid‘ing program for various levels of school personnel. |
within the district.~ (16 hours)

I\conducted training sessions in evaluation for the steff of my elementary
school in t'he City Sehool District of Mount Vernon. (30 hours)

I part_icipated with the other practicum participants in the development.
of new role deécriptiens‘and operations for -presen‘: staff and personnel. My
major em.p'l_uasis -was on evaluatio.n roles for teachers. (1€ hours)

" 1 assisted ';he other practicum participants in additional traiping sessions
~—,
for key personnel in their new evaluation roles. (8 hours)
< 1 assisted the other practicum participants in the development of evalua-
tion guide books. My major emphasis was guide books for elementary teacners.(.

(48 hours)

-

1 implemented the evaluation of a program in my school building. (32 hours)
[ ”~
]
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<

‘ I perceived myself as the implementator. It was my responsibility to

\ 'review and implement in my school building the evaluation procedures and
'techniques.developed by the group. The feedback of the i)roc?.dures and tech-’
niques was used to increase the feasibility and practicality of the evaluation

modél being designed.

%Grgi . - ¥

*1 fun<1 investigated and prepared a description of th’e Provus evaluation

E

' model. This investigation ;}Jas done from the literature, visitations and con-
: ) sultants. (48 hours) \
. k After deS&nbmg the Provué\evaluation model in detail, I prepared pro
L and' con aspects of the model. I made recommeidations as to which aspects of
the Provus model woulgi be feasible and \applicgbl/e to the subject school situa-
.tton. (32 hours) .\ o .

I participated with the other practicum. participants in bfain-storming and
think-tank sessions in the creation‘of a ne evaluation model. Irepresented
the Provus mofel as wgll as department chairmen in the development of this new
model. (32 hours) R ! . N .
I de\'reloped‘ training materials that related- tq the Provus evaluation model

and which seemed to have application in the new model. (32 hours)
I participated with the other practicum participants, in working sessions,
in order to create a training program for various le\'/.els of school perscnnel within

., the district. (16 hours)

I'conducted training sessions in evaluation fo; department chairmen i{n

the City School District of New Rochelle. (30 hours)

4
\,
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I part‘ir;ipaﬁted with theg o:cher practicm’-n pérticipants in the development
of new tole descriptions and. operations for present staff and versonnel., My
r;\ajor emphasis was on evaluation roles for department chairmen. {16 hours)

I assisted the other practicur_n part'icipants in aggiitional training sessions

for key personnel in their new evalyation roles. (8 hours) ,4

I assisted the other practicum participants in the development of svalua-

tion guide books. My major emphasis was guide books for dep«‘:-xrtment chairmen.

(48 hours) ° - \

In canjunction with Samﬁels, Olcott, Pozzi and Isidori, I implementedj

4

the evaluation of a district-wide program. (32 hours) ‘

I maintained a record of ail “our planning and wonfking‘ sessions (this in-
cluded recording pr;)blems encountered; modifications made). Provided a basis
for control by con.tinuous monitoring (were we doing what we said we were goi.ng
to do) and g basis for‘change by identifying our unmet needs and unused oppor-

- Runities: and stored infon}xati‘on for further use. This rec'ord served as the rough
draft of t-his report for it chronicled our practicum activities in detail. (50 hours)

Facilities available to me for individual work included tape and tape
recorder, some secretarial time, clericdl materials, portable video-pak (for use
during in-service training sessions): space in my office for storage. For group

,

work, I had available transparency making devices, video tape, and hardware

for in-service training.
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Toseph Isidori T

I fully investigated and prepared a description of the CIPP evaluation
model. This investigation was done from the literature, visitations ard con-
sultants. (48 hours)

Alter describing the CIPP evaluation ;nodel in detail, I prepared pr‘o and

.

con aspects of the modei. I made recommendations as to which aspects of the
CIPP model would be feasible‘and applicable to the \&lbject school situation.
(32 hours) )

1 participatf,d with the other practicum participants in brain-storming qnd
think-tank sessions in the creation of a new evaluation model. I represented .
the CIPP model as well as the eleme'ntary brincipal in the devehopment'of this
new model. (32 hours)

I developed training materials that related to the CIPP evaluation model

and which seemed to have application in the new model. (32 h&u\r_sb

P

1 partzicipat_ed with the other practicum participants, in working sessions, .
in order to create a training program for various levels of school personnel within
the district. (16 hours) -

I conducted training sessio‘ns in evaluation for special service personnel
in the City School District of New Rochelle. (30 hours)

I joined with the other practicum participants in the development of new
role descriptions and operations fos present staff and personnel. My mgjor

i
empha'sis was on evaluation roles for special sérvice personnel. (16 hours)

I assisted the other practicum participants in additional training sessions

for key personnel in their new evaluation roles. (8 hoprs)

274
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I assisted the other practicum participants in the development of evalua-
tién guide b?oks. My major emphasis was:guidq books for spécial service
personnel. (48 hours)

In conjunction with Samuels, Olcott, Gray and Pdzzi, I implemented the

evaluation of a districf-wide program. (32 hours)’

. . ~

John Pozzi . /
/ .
. I fully 1nvest197<e.d and prepared a description of the Stake evaluation .

~.” . o . -
‘ &
model. This investigation was done from the literature, visitations and con-

sultants. (48 hours)

-" After Hescribing the Stake e\;aluatipn {nodel in det\éil, I prepared pro and
con asp'ects of the model. I made pecommendations as to which aspects of the
Stake model would be feasible and §pplicab1e to the subject school situation.
(32 hours) {

- .

I participated with the other practicum participants in brain-storming

and think-tank sessions in the creation of a new evaluation model. I represented

the Stake model as well as the elementary principai in the development of this
' n.ew model. (32 hours) |

I developed training materials that related to the Stake evaluation model
and which seemed to have application in the new model. (32 hours)

I worked with the other practicum participants, in working sessions, in
order to create a training program for various levels of schcol pez_'sonnel within
the district. (16 hours) |

I condui:ted training sessions in evaluation for 10 elementary school

principa!s in the City School District of New Rochelle. (30 hours)

l).{)
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I participated with the other practicum participants in the development
of new role descriptions and operations for present staff and persc;nnel. My ' .
major émph_asis was on evaluaﬁon role of principals. (16 hours)

I assisted the othér practicum participa_nts in additior;al training sessions_'
for key personne! in their new evaluation roies. (8 hours) ‘

I assisted the oth;r practicum participants in the development of evalua-
tion guide books. My major emphasis was guide books for elementary princi-
pals., (48 hours)

In conjunction with Samuels, Olcott, Gray and Isidori, I implemented

the evaluation of a district-wide program . (32 hours)

-




CHAPTER III

A REVIEW OF AVAILABLE MODELS
. "\

When the 'partiéipants agreed to develop, test an_ci install an evaluation

system for the City School District they made their initial work the simultaneous
_'explorétion of two questions. The first was "What kind of system does the

district, gf\}en its characteristics, require?" and the second "What kinds of

evaluation systems are available?" Ihe answers to the first question have been X
i 4

summarized above. The answers to the second, consisting of a review of avail-

v

able models and an’assessment of their utiiiﬁz in the subject district, are to be

~

-

found below.

> 7

[4

THE CIPP EVALUATION MODEL .

\ ’ -

In late ‘1967 and early 1968 the decision was made .by the Rhi'belté- :
Kappa's Research Advisory Committee and Bo‘ard of Directors to exﬁore the area
of evaluation of éducational programs. This was prompted by the Elementary and
Sec;mdary Education Act of 1965 which promised to imp;rove educational program-
ming. However, it was apparent in 1966 and 1967 that people in the field of
evaluation did nct sufficiently undel:stand the nature of program evaluation nor
did they have the evaluation procedures and techniques necessary to measure
the projected educational imp{ovements. As a result th\e Phi Delta Kappa's
Ad;\risory Committee recommen&edéthe establishment of a national Study Committee

on Evaluation which was assembled by Dr. Daniel L. Stufflebeam. The people

who were on this committee came from the Evaluation Center at the Ohio State
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1

University, the-R. & D. Center on Evaluation at U.C.L.A. and EPIC, a Title III

7 .
Center in Tucson, Arizona, The purpose of this committee was to come up

with a description of the process of evaluation regarding the conceptual and
. <
‘methodological needs of the field. One of the major results of this committee

was the development of the CIPP Evaluation Model.

The‘CIPP Evaluation Model was developed to provide timely information
in a systematic way for decision making which is a proactive application of
evaluation. The CIPP Model also serves the retroactive purpo.se of providing
informationvfor accountability.

According to the CIPP Evaluation Model, evaluation is a systematic,

on-going pr‘ociess. The process includes three basic steps: - the delineating of
questions té) be answered and information to be-obtained, the obtair'ling of rele-~
vant information, and the providing of information to decision makers for their

use to improve ongoing programs. Finally, according to the CIPP theories,
evaluation serves decision making. P“our kinds of decisions a're served by the
CIPP Evaluation Model. Planning decisions determine objectives. Structuring
decisions project procedural designs for achievind objectives. Decisions in‘exe-
cuting chosen designs are implementing decisions, and recycling decisions
determine whether to continue, terminate or make changes within the project.

The aforementioned decision types are served by four types of évaluation. '
Context evaluation provides information about needs, problems, and opportunities
in order to identify objectives. Input evaluation provides information about the
strengths and weaknesses of alternative strategies for achieving the objectives.

Process evaluation provides information about the strengths and weaknesses of a

a3
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strategy during implementation so that either the strategy or its impleméntation
might be strengthened. Product evaluation provides information for determining

whether objectives are being achieved and whether the procedure employed to

achieve them should be continued, modified or terminated.

The CIPP Model answers four questions: What objectives should be
accomplished? What procedures should be followed" Are the procedures work -
ing properly? Are the objectives being achieved?

In order to see the relative worth of this method of evaluation, especially

for accountability purposes, it is necessary to describe the CIPP Evaluation

Model in detail. -

Definition

The definition of evaluation that most suitably conforms with the proce-
dures"a'nd methodology of the Context, Input, Process and Product Evaluation
model is:

Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining and providing

useful information for judging decision alterriatives.8

- The purpose of evaluation is to improve the decision making process by
establishing an ipterface relationship between the evaluation types and the
various levels of decision making.

The process of delineating, obtaining and providing is intrinsic at each

level of the CIPP Evaluation Model so that useful information can be set up in
an organized manner to establish weighted decision alternatives.

There are terms in the definition of evaluation that have to be explained

in order to fully comprehend the workings of the CIPP Evaluation Model.

ERIC , St
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" Process is a continuous and cyclical activity which s/ubsumes many
modes and steps of ope@ations.

aDelineating involves the focusing of informational requirements to be

served by evaludtion through specifying, defining and explicating.

Obtaining involves the collecting, organizing, analyzing and report-

. .2
oA

Providing means setting up the data collected into systems or sub-

ing of information through such means as statistics and measurement. A

~

systems which would best serve the needs of the evaluator and the decision

-

maker.

Useful information requires predetermined relevance criteria estab-
lished by both the evalua‘tor‘and the decision maker.

Information is both the descriptive and interpretive data_ collected
about the entities (tangible or intangible) of a program.

Judaing is the assignment of weights in accord'ance with a specified .
value framework, criteria derived therefrom, and information which relates
criteria to each entity being judged. . -

" Decision alternatives are a set of optional responses to a specified

que"stion .

Decisions to be Served

'fhe CIPP Evaluation Model advocates the use of acquired data to service
decisions. There are four basic types of decisions that can be served by evalua-
tion. These are planning decisions, structuring decisions, implementing deci-

sions and recycling decisions.

4




- Planning Deci_ sions

Planning decisions pertain to the major changes that are needed in
‘a specific program. Planning decisions are necessary when a discrepancy is
noted between what a program is intended to do and what is actually hapbe_ning. '

Planning decisions would be concerned with such questions as:
Shoul'd program c'bjectives be changeq ? What priorities should the progrém
. serve " What are the problems which ‘are impeding the attainment of objectives ? .

What specific behaviors should the’ stﬁdents exhibit after participation in the

programs ? ] .‘

In summary, planning decisions are mainly conce[')ned with program

objectives and the obstacles that are impeding the attainment of those obj ectives.

-

Structuring Decisions

Structuring decisions determine the means that will be utilized in
a program to attain the objectives. Such variables as method, content organiza- _
tion, personnel schedules, facilities, budget curricula, human and'matenal
resources, and the level of student, staff, parent involvement are all examples
of structuring decisions.

Structuring decisions include action to operationalize a program.
. For example, the allocation of budget, the rel:ruitmept of staff and the orientation '
to the intents of the acfivity, the needed materials and facilities, assignment of
responsibilities, definition of roles, motivation for staff to prepare for new
activity are all necessa;'y means for struc;curing a program so that objectives can

be met.
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Implementing Decisions

[
Implementing decisions are concerned with putting the resources

to work. ’These decisions deal with the actual ;/\(prking th}ough of the program
(operatio'na.xl proceduresi . These decisions elicit such quelstions as: Should
the staff be retrained? Should new procedures be instituted? Should additional
resources be sought? ’Should responsibilities be reassigned to staff? Should

_the schedule be modified? Is additional inservice required? Are outside con-
sultants necessgry?

Recycling Decisions

Recycling decisions deal with the re;ationship b‘etween the quality

of attainments and the objectives. Recycling decisions indicat:e whether a
specific activity or progn;am should continue, terminaté, evolve .or modify; Th.';ege
decisions involve choices of product control. These decisions are not neces-
sarily made at tha end of a cycle of a particular program, Recycling décisions
are concerned with attainments at any point in a program,

| Questions that illustrate what is meant by recycling decisions are:
Are the students' needs heing met ?\rough program implementation? Is the projecf
failing? Are we solving intended problems? Was the project worth the money ?
Was the progress sigrificant enough to continue the prdject? Has the prc;ject R

resulted in impro’ved teacher competence ?

Evaluation Types

Since evaluation and decision-making have a symbiotic relationship, there

are four evaluation types that gorrespond to the aforementioned decision types.

A
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Context Evaluation

Context evaluation is the most basic type of evaluation. Context evalua-

tion provides a rationale for the setting up of objectives. Context evaluation:

1. Defines the relevant enviroament.
2. Describes the actual and desired conditions.

3. Identifies unmet needs and unused opportunities.

4. Diagnoses the problems that prevent needs from being met.

¢

5. Describes the valueq'.
|

Thé methodology of context evaluation consists of two modes:

1. The contingency mode searches for opportunities and pr:sssures out-

side of the immediate system to promote.improvement within. //-/

o

Examples of the contingency mode of methodology/would involve:
study visits to other systems; exploration of the\res’éarch and development
literature; outside consultants; brainstoming/retreats; assessments of com-
mx;nity values, attitudes and priorities, et‘c.

2. The congruency mode compares actual and intended system per-
formar;é. This mode is ¢oncernsd wwith a school system's statement of goals
and policies and the state's laws and policies governing education.

An essential characteristic of this mode of methodology is that it estab-
lishes baseline data about the performance of a program. Through th&'\ethod-
ology discrepancy information can be reported to .administrators so that unmet .
needs can be taken care of, i.e. standardized test performance, lack of educa-
tional opportunities for children from low socio-economic‘backgrounds, high rate

of failure, negative student attitudes toward a particular area in the curriculum,

as
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evidence of narcotics, malnutrition, ‘;ugh dropout rate, lack of parent participa-
% . .
tion.
School systems should maintain context eva{qation mechanisms that

provide both congruence and contingency data.

A | "@5

-

Input Evaluation

The purpose of input evaluation is to determine what resources are

necessary to accomplish program objectives. This involves the investigation
of strategies and designs needed to attain the intended results.
The end product of inpu.t evaluation is an lanalysis of one 'o; more pro-
cédural designs in terms of potentialﬂ costs and benefits. ‘Input 'gvaluation would
encompass the following process.esiz A ) "
1. Alternative designs are assessed concerning time, staffing, budge{i
requirements. | !
2. Potentiai proceglural barriers are investigated.
3. Cost of resources and strategies are studied.
4. The relgvance of design to program objectives is also loqéked at.
- Input ev-aluation also pr‘ovld'es information that will determine if it is
necessary to use outside help to assist in the’attainmer;t of program objectives.
Input evaluation 1s~essentially ad hoc and microarialytici in comparison
with context evaluation which is maihly systematilc aqd macroanalytic.
The methodology of input evaluation varies with the amount of cha:n'ge

that is necessary. For instance if the change required is large and there is little

information available, then the input gvaluation will be broader in scope.

™,
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Context evaluation determines the amount of change necessary and thé

amount of information available. If the context evaluation reveals that there i3
need {.r broad changes. and the information’ available to make those changes is
low, ‘then the input evaluation Will_be quite extensive.

Input evaluation is also operative when small program changes are neces-

sary. Process evaiugtion may require slight changes in the bpefati_on of the ‘

. program. Thls may involve the investigation of additional resources to make the

-~ - . -
changes. Hence input evaluation would once again become active.

-

Obvioufs'ly, input evaluation can be either simple _or éémpléx depending.

. -

upon the change setting (homeostatic, incremental or neomobilistic).

~ o e i

T —— / .'
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\

Process E@Ma‘tion . ' oy

- " t . . .
Once objectives have been'formulated based upon the context evaluation
. ( - . M
and resources are established through input ev;-xluation' for program operation,

process evaluation occurs at that point when the program begins. Process evalua- -

5

tton .provides periodic feadback to persons responsible for implementing plans

and procedures.

A
Three Main Objectives of Process Evaluation

1. Detec: or predict defects in the program design during the implementa-
tion stages. - . : ~

2. Provide information for programmed decisions.

3. Maintain a record of the procedure as it occurs.

The first objective ;nay include interpersonal relat'ionships between the

students and staff, communications, logistics, understanding of program resources '

: ‘ 10




34.

- L]

and designs by staff, adequacy of resources, physical facilities, staff and /
timelschgdu—les. -

Thg'seqond objective'involves projectivity and servicing m‘g-prograramed .
decisions to be made by project leaders during the implementation of a program. )
If the input evaluation has been done propérly, the evaluator should have little.
diffictlty in delineatir)g pre-programmed decisions.

The third objective of process evaluation is to note the main character;
istics pf the pro}ect ;lesign. This would include concepts to be taught and the
a;no{xrft of disEusgion to take ;alace, and a description of what actually takes
place. This information is necessary because it will be useful at later stages
of the proiec; when there is 'a- determination of why objectives were or v;vere not~ .
achieved.

Four essential elements of ‘process evaluation are the provision for a
full time process evalua'gof, instruments for describing the pfocess, reguidar

meetings between the process evaluator and program or project personnel, and

frequent updating of the process evaluation designs. This is especially true in

- 4ncremental and neomobilistic settings,

The process evaluator should meet periodically with)“the project decision
makers, but at these meetings the operations manager should discuss the project
with the ?ther program personnel to idéntify concerns and issues on futgre pro-
ject activities. While the process evaluator should remain silent and listen, he
should also provide infc}rma’tior}‘, about past operaEions‘ to help identify issues con-

cerning future operations. After the decision personnel-have identified the issues

and ques‘tionéf)the process evaluator should again provide whatever relevant

w

11




. ) &
) { 35.

-~

information he has. During prnrass evaluation feedback sessions, the decision
makers should define the conditions of relevance for the féedback of information,

7
and the evaluator should providé information within that framework. The evaluator

I d

should also help program personnel identify the questions which need to be

answered at the next %edbacls;essions: 1\1e might do this by summarizing the -
- '

\ B ' .
data collectign plan fO{ the immediately intervening period and asking the decision
. , g .

¥ ~

B d \
‘ makers if it will provide them w'ithlne infoxxmation they will need.

‘Process Evaluation Methodology

The methodology for process evaluation consists of bc ™ informal and
formal procedures - interaction analysis, open-end and end-of-the-day reaction
sheets, interviews, rating scales, diaries kept by project personnel, semantic

differential instruments, records of staff'meetings; and suggestion boxes.

—

.Relationship of Process Evaluation to Other Types of Evaluation-\

Process evaluation is a function of the extent to which context and input

\
evaluation have been performed adequately - the more adequate the context and

he !

input evaluation, the more certain the program director can be of how well his
design wili operéte and the less critical 1s the need for process evaluation.

When the rationaie for the given objectives and project design is vague
ey

the project is headed fcr trouble and maybe failure. Therefore, the feedback

’

’

' f\.through’ process evaluation is absolutely essential.




" phase is assessing the appropriateness of alternative and product evaluation

Product Evaluation

4

The fourth typ;e of evaluation is product evaluation. Its purpose is to
measure and interpret ;attainments not only at the end of & project cycle, but as
often as necessary du:ring'the project term. B

The méthodology of product evaluation inc}&ies devising operéfional‘
definitions of objectives, measuring criteria associated with the ;)bjectives of -

’f}fé a'ctivity,“c;mnparing these meaﬁsurements with predetermined absolute or rela-
tive standards and making rational interpretatioqgs of the cutcomes using the
recorded context, input and %rocess infofmation. ,

-
Both context and product evaluation assess the extent to which ends are

~

being attained. Context evaluation does thié systematically with respect to @
t,otal system, and product evaluation does so with respect to change eff;grts'
within the system. Context evaluation provides the specifications in t'erms of
which product evaluation is later carried ou:.

Input and product evaluations are easily distinguishable, for input evalua-
tion occurs prior to the operation’alizatm.n of a change project, and product
evaluaticn occurs prior to the operationalization of a change project, and product~
evaluation occurs during and after the project. Whereas context evaluation de-

[29]

termines the specifications for product evaluation, input evaluation provides the

specifications for process evaluation. A major step within the input evaluation

designs that could be implemented as part of a designed procedure.
Procecs evaluation makes it possible to determine if actual procedure is

discrepant from design, and product evaluation assists in determining whether

*

‘7:3 \
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objectivé; are being attained. Together, both kinds of information provide a
stronger rationale thap either one alo. 2 to judge whether a procedure should be ;
. - .

continued as is, modified, or completely recycled.

Strengths
It is the judgment of the participants that the CIPP Evaluation Model

-

with modification can be installed in the subject school district. However, it

is impertant to note the strengths and limitations of the CIPP Model.

-
I3

_x" The decision making précess is central to administrative procedures. In

many cases there\l,s‘ no systematic attempt in schools to arrive at sound decisions.

. ~
IS . B

Decision mal;ers must know V\fhgt alternatiyes are available and be capable of
making sound judgmenfs about the relative merits of the alternatives. Evaluative
information is necessary because under the best of circumstances, judgmental
processes are subject to human bias, prejudice and vested interests.

One of the major advantages of inétalling the CIPP Evaluation Mode;l in
a school district is the offsetting of capricious, biased, decision making. The,
CIPP Evaluation Model if properly followed v-ill improve the quality of decisions
and hence the quality 5f programs. The Model will serve the decision maker by
identifying 31terna.tives and by making valid and reliable information pertainirllg
to alternatives accessible. .

The differept levels of evaluation andthe counterpart decision types help
improve the direction of the school distri;:t. ‘

The Model is purpase-oriented. This is sound practice in administrative

procedure. Each evaluation type i;i’ the CIPP Model has strategies, aqbjectives,

methodology and a rclationship to decision making.

[RIC
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The CIPP Model provides ongoing evaluation (formative) while the pro-
gram is operative, This i§ eésergtial so that changes and adjustments can be
made whil_e a program is going on,

The CIPP Evaluation Model contains all of the essential characteristics
of a logicél structure of an evaluation design.

These are as follows:, -

Focusing the Evaluation

t. The major levels of decision making to be served are identified.

2. The CIPP Model‘allows for the projection of decision to be served.

3. The CIPP Model defines criteria for each decision situation by
specifying'variables for measurement and ;standards for use in the
judgment of alternatives.

\4. The CIPP Model defines the policies within which the evalpation

| \\\ must operate.

\

N
Collection of\\I;lfonnation . \/
The CIPP Model:
1. Specifies the source of the information to be collected.
2. Specifies the instruments and methods for collecting the neeced
information, |
3. Specifies the sampling procedure to be employed. . "

4, Specifies the conditions and schedule for information collection.
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Organization of Information

The CIPP Model specifies a format for the information to be collected

and a means for coding, organizing, storing and retrieving information.

* Analysis of Information

The CIPP Model specifies the analytical procedures.

Reporting of Information

The CIPP Evaluation Model define§ the audiences for the evaluation
¢ i

reports and specifies means, for providing information to the audiences.

Administration of the Evaluation

The CIPP Model:

1. Summarizes the evaluation schedule.

2. Defines staff and resource requirements and plans for meeting
these requirements.

3. épecifies the means for meeting policy requirements for conduct
of the evaluation.

4. Evaluates the potential of the evaluation design for providing in-
formation which is valid, reliable, credible, timely and pervasive.

5. Specifies and schedules means for periodic updating of the evalua-
tion design.

6. Provides a budget for the total evaluation program,

Another strength of the CIPP Model is that it has built into it a method

of accountability.

36
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Accountability i§\\established by the CIPP.Evaluation Model through the
following means: \
1. Recording objectives and bases for choice through context evaluation.
2.‘. Recording of chosen strategy and design and reasons for their choice
through input evaluation.
3. Recording of actual processes through process evaluatio-,
4, Recording of attainments and recycling decitions through product

evaluation.

Limitations
+ The CIPP Evaluation has obvious limita.gtions that must be c<'>nsidered
prior to the installation of such a process.

The cost for conducting this type of evaluation in a school district would
be quite high, particularly if new, rather than retrained existing staff, are hired
_ to implement it. The initial outlay by school districts for such a service, de-
pending upon the amount of effort, coulp be very costly.

:

With modifications to serve local objectives and with a reorganization

of the subject district that would make possible the employment of existing staff

to conduct the evaluation, the CIPP Model could be instal‘led in the district.
{
DISCREPANCY EVALUATION MODEL (DEM)

The DEM is based on the work of Malcom M. Provus, Director of the

Evaluation Research Center, University of Virginia. The design defines evalua-
9
tion as "the comparison of performance against a standard." The model builds
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in at cach stage performance information to compare with a prior established
[

A
10
Discrepancy is ascertained by "judging the adequacy of that

standard.
11

performance. "
Provus states that "both administrators and researchers/evaluators must

see evaluation as a continuous management process which serves program im-
12
N

provement as well as program assessment purposes. "
The DEM relies heavily on a team approach which synergi sticalb\com-

bines the functions of evaluation, program planning, and program operation to

create one self-improving system supported by professional coasultation (the

program staff and manager) and technical assistance (evaluating staff and

researchers) to address the multiple needs of new education programs. The

model calls for continuous feedback mechanisms in meetings of the team.

The major purpose of this team then is to:
Insure that standards acceptable to the decision-maker have.been

1.

defined.
2. Compare the practices, strategies and methods in the program that

1 against those predetermined standards.

g are to be evalu.
The DEM defines evaluation as a system for comparing performance against
standards. Evaluation is a construct for improving educational programs. Itis

used to improve programs, with teachers and staff playing a key role in its con-

duct. ‘ .
Hence, evaluation is a decision-making process that generates standards,

-

modifies behavior, and, in short solves problems that are subject to continuous

redefinition.
' 39
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The purpose of this model is to analyze the interacting parts of an edu-
cational system's performance; to provide information on program effectiveness

to administrator (hereafter called decision-maker) who must make the decisions

to keep, modify, or discard programs in operation. An administrator who has

used the DEM suggests that the system is effective because it answers six
. 13
general questions:
1. Does this program fulfill an actual need?
Is it feasible to implement as designed?

Is its operation as efficient as possible?

Does it achieve its objectives as stated?

Is its cost in line with that of other similar programs ?
And in the event of negétive replies to any of these questions,
can reasons for failure be assignéd?

The key emphasis of this model is in identifying discrepancies between
standards and perforn.ance using the team apbroach. The approach is a problem-
solving one which consists of the following evaluation activities:

1. Carefully defining goals or purposes;

A basis for the selection of program;

A detailed description of irogram o” plan of operat'ion:

A determination that support requirements for the plan of operation
actually exist (including adequately trained staff);

A method of monitoring the installation and operation of the program;

The establishment of specific criteria for determining if goals have

been met; and finally,
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7. A way of feeding back information about program performance to

those responsible for its management so that corrective action may

be taken eith\%to redefine the program or adjust performance.

_ Highlighting this em

hasis is the concept that "educational program will

imprgve only if teachers, administrators, and students become involved ina -

14
col!)prehensive effort to review and improve their own work, "

Role of Evaluator in the DEM

The DEM providés for a team ap _roach. However it designates specific:

activities for the program staff énd the evaluation staff of the following types:

Evaluation Staff Activity

Identify decision points in the entire
evaluation process

Establish and maintain an apparatus
whereby staff may formulate standards

Ensure the adecquacy of standardd
through the application of explicit
criteria

Communicate statement of standards
to staff -

Identify information needed to

compare performance with standards

Design a method of obtaining pro-
gram information

Report standard vs., performance
discrepancy

Identify decision points in the
problem-solving process

-
«

Program Staff Activity

Identify standards

Find ways in which to reformulate
standards, if necessary

* Find ways to resolve differerices in

standards used by program staff

Identify information available or attain-
able in order to compare performance
with standards

Provide information descriptive of
program performance

Choose between action alternatives in
regard to discrepancy

Identify kind of information needed to
pinpoint cause of program performance
deficiency

0
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Locate information about cause of
program performance deficiency

Identify decision points in choosing Detail criteria used to identify cause
criteria to be used for selecting of discrepancy

"possible" and "best" corrective '

altematives Identify available corrective altematives

Locate and gynthesize information

as requested
Identify criteria underlying choice of
"best" alternative

Choose "best" alternative for corrective
action -

L 4
Thus illustrated, by listing the functions side by side, the interrelation-
ship and then the activity strengthen and reinforce decision-making at all
points. \
Though in many school di;tricts the evaluation staff and the prograr;x '

K staff are one and the same, the ideal of DEM is to have the head of the evalua-
tion team be independent of the program unit. He is viewed separately as a
team member who aids program improvement and counsels administration.

- The DEM assumes that the origin of standards (objectives) is derived
from experience, knowledge and value. Provus sees "value as the key factor...
Value determines what portions of a vast potential knowledge will be used as a

15
standard and then confers authority upon that standard."” The evaluation team

(evaluation sta*f and program staff) then agree on standards. Discrepancy

\
!

‘evaluation suggests that the values underlying the use of a standard be made
explicit (obviously they vary from school community to school community). Thus

the standards for a program take on a specific form: a delineation of resources;

a statement of intended outcomes; and a description of how resources will be

converted into outcomes.

ol




At its simplest level evaluation is the comparison of performance (P)

against a standard (S).

Discrepancy

Evaluation is the Comparison of Standard and Performance

Relationship to Decision-Making:

The evaluation staff in an interrelated manner (with program staff) collects

information essential to program improvement and notes discrepancies between

performance and standards. Every question 1'nvolves a criterion, new informa-
tion, and a decision. Ongoing evaluation provides the new information. The
effective evaluation plan guarantees that information provided to decision-
makers is:

1. related to their priority concerns;

2. presented at an appropriate time in their planning cycle;

3. presented in a format consistent with their use of the information

* :
., In decision-making, .

4, fitting to the decision-maker's frame of reference.

The DEM gives the program'director an opportunity to become aware of
the new forces influencing the opcr;ation of t.he program and provides him fur:chcr
with a legal charge for making decisions. As a result decision-makers are
forced by discrepancy information to make a choice. They must decide either
to bring performance up to standard or change the standard. TheSr must either

£
AW
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exercise control over operation or change the plan of operatinn. Discrepancy
evaluation serves two critical.functions of management: control and design

as in Figure 2 below. . .

Flgure 2.

(Design) (Contrgl)' AN

Discrepancy = Standard Compared to Performance

STAGES OF DISCREPANCY EVALUATION

S

"The discrepancy model has five stages (see Figure 3 below).

;I‘he purpose of Stage I is to develop the brogram‘ design., When complete
the program design specifies staniiards for the evaluation of input, r‘;acess, and
output in precise terms and provides the necessary measures or instruments to
assess, performance relative to each standard. The program design is compared

A\

.with a s':et of design criteria: these inzlude statements of ultimate program goa.l.s
and of the action to be taken to ac‘hieve these goais. Other design criteri; are
internal consistency of the program design, compatibility of the program with -
other activities in the system, and comprehensiveness of the design.

Once a design has been derived from program staff, activity moves

toward making the Stage I comparison. The program design is assessed” for

comprehensiveness, internal consistency, and compatibility. In assessinc; the

adequacy of program design, two basic questions relative to the criterion of
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comprehensivéness are asked: i) Is there specific and complete information
for each eleme_nt <;f the prodram desigh, and (2) Is the information in usable
form ? I;l checking program compatibility, you want to know whether the program
conflicts in any we;y with any other programs in the entire school system.

Stage II compares the actual 1npu:1ts and processes of the program with
the proﬁram design. ! .

‘ Data lelected by the evaluator on"the inputs to verify that lselectiori ' .‘
criteria, staff requirements, and organizational support conditicns are bei;lg
met.’ Discrépancies will be reported to the proéram sta“ff and may‘result in
changes in the program 6r changgs in the design.

Data is collected on each process specified in the program design to
verify its prese/nce in the program. At this stage, more concrete standards are
developed for)program staff performance.

The result of this stage will be one or more reports to the program staff
comparir{g in detéil each performance variable with its standard and reporting
any discrepancies that are discovered. The basic purpose is to verify that the
program has been implemented in accordance with the program design.

Sy

Stage IIf evaluation provides program staff with an estimate of the effect

-

of the process elements on the output elements as a function of time. For this,

~

continuous measurements must be taken. In Stage III, the initial effects of

partial treatment are evaluated by analysis of interim data'. The evaluation staff
should collect data describing the extent to which swudent behavior is changing
as predicted. As a consequence of this stage of evaluation, the program staff

. e
learns whether or not the intermediate program objectives are being realized on

target dates, and if not, why not.

r- 4
'
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\ .
Stage IV calls for the types of designs we have long employed in educa-

"tional research. At this stage, many of the relationships' between treatment

conditions and. effects dis¢overed in Stage III can‘be properly expressed as
independént ve;riables in the experiméntal design stége.
The objective of Stage V is to determine the most effective allocation
of resources. Cos;c-benefit analysis is the ultimate rational step in the proc::ess
of program development and assessment put forth in the discrepancy modei.
Using the five stages of evaluation, those responsible for a prograrﬁ
can make an early and reasonably accurate prediction of its s‘uécess o\:—f_ailure.
¢
In Stage I, if agreement about the nature and purpose of a prégram cannot be
rea_ched, it is unlikely that the program will be successful. At Stage II, if
essential resources cannot be obtained, nor adequate substitutes found, it
would be foolish to continues At StageIII, if.critical processes; such'as *
student-teacher interactions or stimulus-response connections, do not functicn
as expected, they must be reviewed and modified until those transactions essen-
tial to outcomes are achieved. It is not necessary for decision-makers to wait
until Stage IV or V (product assessment or cost benefit analysis) iz comuleted
before judging a program. Inefficient programs that carnot develop from one

stage to another despite the commitment of increased resources, be these staff

time and energy or real dollars, should very likely be terminated. —
{

A




Figure 3.

Stages of Discrepancy Evaluation °
Stages . Performance . Standard
1 Program Design _ Design Criteria
. Input Dimension
Process Dimension
- Output Dimension \
~
4
11 . Program Operation Program Design
. Input Dimension
? Prccess Dimension
11 Program Interim Products _ Program Design
) ) . Process Dimension
. ) SN Output Dimension
v Program Terminal Products Program Design
; . Output Dimension
\' Program Cost Cost of other programs
wttp same product
- “;} - = - .\_/ - - "

The DEM provides for team irvolvement so that the evaluator or evalua-

tors and the program administraiur are interdegpandent {teamed). The evaluative /,
process shows through an analysis of performance, discrepancies at variance
with not only the standard but also with the assumptions and vaiues that give
rise to the standard. Periodic feedba.ck provides tools for improvement and
assessment.

The following analogy developed by Malcolm Provus shows the jmportance
of the inter-relatedness or the “teaming” of evaluation and program staff:

A man (school administrator) decides to take a trip. He tirst chooses
California as his destination (goal). Next he must decide which of a

number of alternate means of transportation to choose (selection of a
program to reach the goal). His decision will be based on a number of
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considerations such as time, money, etc. He decides to go by car/
Before he \begins driving he must plan the precise route that he will
follow (plan of operation), what roads he will travel, how far he
expects to go each day, etc. He will also have to engage in a number
of activities to prepare for the trip, such as making sure the car has
gas and oil and that all the parts are in working order. He'll also

have to make sure that he has proper financial coverage (support func-
tions) and if he is driving a standard shift car when he has always
driven an automatic, he mag have to leam tc drive the car (staff train-
ing). Once he has started the trip, he will want to know whether he

is making satisfactory progress toward reach:ng California (monitoring).
By reading the road signs he will know whether he is on the right road,
and if he reaches his predetermined destination each day he will know
that he i= on schedule (feedback). If he sees @ sign that tells him he
is on the wrong road, he can alter his direction and get back on course.
If he does not reach his daily destination, he will know that he probably
underestimated the time and will want to revise his estimate. Unfore-
seen events such as a car breakdown (akin to the thousand and one
uncontrolled events that can happen in a school system) could put him
behind schedule. Our driver wili know whether or not he has reached
Californta if after a period of time he sees predetermined cues such as
signs, landmarks, etc. (success criteria).

Consider now, what could happen if the man did not go through all
the important steps. First, if he hadn't decided where to go (goal), it
is obvious that he never could have started. Again he could not have
started without a precise map of the route (plan of operation) he would
wander aimlessly. If he hadn't made adequate ‘preparations, he would
risk getting stranded on the way. Without his map, the roac signs and
his stopping roint each day would provide meaningless information.
And finally, without knowing what cues to look for he wouid never know
whether he had reached California. Even if he reached California he
could never adequately describe to anyone else how to get there in an
efficient way.

Suppose the evaluator is waiting in California for the man who never
arrives. All the evaluator can do is note that the man has not arrived.
He has no knowledge of whether the route the man took was one that
didn't lead to California or something went wrong along the way. (it
may be that it's just taking him a few more days due to car failure.)

If the evaluator had gone on the entire trip he not only would know why
the man hadn't gotten to California, but could have helped him correct
any deficiencies along the way and increased the probability that he
would have reached his destination.

Obviously, a method of evaluation.that "goes along" will be of more
utility than one that simply looks to see if goals have been met.

£y
]
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.-'fhere is cogsic}erable evidence iﬂn both.industry and education that only
when the bersonnel responsible fo‘r conducting a progniam are Involved in its
examination and revision will the progrér;n improve and endure. w17

* Thus the DEM developed by Provus in§mes coordination and cooperatio‘n
between project and evaluation so that program staff and recipients of program
services alike are kncwledgeable about the purposes and procedures of the
evaluations. They Ehen may willingly contribute to program improvement through
evaluation. |

This feature is judged by the participants to be the most significant single
part of the DEM and an indispensible element in any evaluation system developed.

The ideal team membership for DEM would be structured as follows:

1. Several non-directive evaluation spéci‘alists skilled in small group
process work and ethnological techniques, each of whom has responsibility fon; ‘
ﬁroject-eva]uation management but all ’of whom rhay team up to facilitate group
work .

2. One or more psychomeirists familiar with a wide range of group
cognitive and affective inshtruments and capable of rapidly designing ad hoc
instruments.

3. A research-design speciélist capable of drawing carefully defined
samples, designing experiments, and direc'ting the statistical analysis of data.

i - 14

4, One or more technical writers familiar with educational "language"
and evaluation concepts.

@

5. A data-processing unit with the capacity for data storade, retrieval,

and statistical analysis as directed. ?

NI




6. Subject-specialist consultants.

7. A status figure capable of communicating directly with the superin-

tendent of schools and all program directors.
ROBERT E. STAKE EVALUATION MODEL *

In an attempt to evaluate educational programs many evaluators have
formulated models and frameworks within which to accomplith this task.
Robert Stake has designed a model inherent in which.?is the describing and judg- .
ing of a mass of data. Stake's model assigns the evaluator the task of showing
the relationship of all data obtained to the improvement of the program under
stu‘dy. He further assigns the evaluator the task of judging whether the out-
comes desired or expected have been achieved. Finally the model allows us to
note the congruence between what was intended anci what was observed. It is
vglth the use of his data gathering plan then that Stake feels decision-making
will be facilitated. )
Gathering data from several quite different sources in several quite dif-
ferent ways is needed according to Stake to fuilfill the need of describing or
judging an educatio'nal program. Whichever the purpose, three bodies of informa-
tion should be tapped. ’
The evaluation report should help to distinguish between (1) antecedent, |
(2) transaction, and (’3) outcome data. An antecedent is any condition existing

prior to teaching and learning which may relate to outcomes. Transactions

are the countless encounters of students with teacher, student with student,

author with reader, parent with counselor, the succession of engagements which
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comprise the process of education. Outzomes as a body of information wguld
include measurements of the impact of instruction on teachers, administrators,
counselors and others. Outcomes are the consequences of educating immediate
and long-range, cognitive and connative, personal and community-wide.

The evaluator prepares a record of what educators intend, of what ob-
servers perceive, of what patrons generélly expect and of what judges value the
immediate program t;/be. The record may treat antecedents, transactions and
outcomes separately within the four classes identified as Intents, Observations,

. :
Standards, and Judgments,

According‘to Stake, the evaluator seems to be increasing his emphasis
on a full desc;iption of any gi\;en educational program in éaddition to continuing
what he ‘_considers to be the other basic act of evaluation - judgment. The judg-
ments are based on a formal inquiry process including collecting the judgments
of others.

Evaluators must seek out and record the opinions (judgments) of persons
with special qualifications. The opinions thcugh subjective can be gathered
objectively, independent of the solicitor's opinions. Those groups whose
opinions on education are important and relevant are: spokesmen for society
at large, subject matter experts, te.achers, parents, an‘d the students them-
selves. These are the judges to be heard says Stake.

The evaluation of a school program, says Stake, should portray the
merit and fault perceived by the well 1dentifie.d, involved apd affected groups,

systematically gathered and processed; Therefore, judgment data and descrip-

tion data are both essential to the evaluation of educational programs. To be

o




fully understood, the educational program must be fully described and fully

judged.

Role of the Evaluator

The evaluator is a specialist who concerns himself with collecting,
processing and interpreting descriptive and judgmental data. In his observa-
tions the evaluator observes in a direct and personal way and sometimes uses
instruments. He may give special attention to the measurement of student out-
comes but he does not fail to observe the other outcomes, nor the antecedent
conditions and the instructional transactions. When he selects the variable

-

for evaluation he must make a subjective decision and he must obviously limit
those to be studied. He should give primary attentio: to the variables specific-
ally indicated by the educator's objectives. He must designate additional
variables and search for unwanted side effects and incidental gains.

The evaluator should, according to Stéke, be able to compare the Intents
and Observations and note the discrepancieé and describe the amount of con-
gruence. He should also be in seal:ch for the contingencies between the ante-
cedents, transactions and outcome; which are the relationships that permit the
improvement of education. To test the logic of an educational contingency the
evaluator relies on previous experience and perhaps resea’i*i:ﬁ experience with
similar observables.

Part of the role of the evaluator is to make known wh'zch stand;ards are

held by whom, in the evaluation. Standards vary from student to student,

instructor to instructor, and from reference group to reference group.

€1
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Stake considers "goals," "objectives, " and "intents" to be synonymous.

He feels that the intents should include the planned for environmental condi-

tions, the planned for demonstrations, the planned for coverage of certain sub-

ject matter as well as the planned for student behavior. To be included are

effects which are desired, those which are hoped for, those which are anticipated

and even those feared. This class of data includes goals and plans that others

have, especially the students. Whatever the goals, we must when evaluating

examine what teaching, as well as what learning, is intended. The responsibility

for describing curricular cbhjectives, according to Stake, is the evaluator's. He

must continually ask the educator for statements of intent. Stake feels it is

not wrong for an evaluator to teach a willing educator about behavioral objec-

tives. Obtaining authentic statements of intent is a new challenge for the

evaluator, says Stake.

Stake provides in his plan reports resulting from descriptive and judg-

menta! data (including recommendations) to various audiences. The judgments

are based on either absolute or relative standards.

In judging the characteristics of a program Stake says there are two
bases: absolute standards reflected by personal judgments, and relative
standards reflected by charaéteristics of alternate programs. Before making a
judgment for reperting, the evaluator determines whether or not each sfandard
has been met. To' judge is to decide which set of standards to follow and to
assign a weight or importance to each set. Rational judgment in evaluation is

the decision as to how much attention is to be paid to each reference group

(point of view) in deciding whether to take some action, says Stake. Relative
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comparisons find standards taken from descriptions of other programs. From
relative and absolute judgment an overall rating of merit can be obtained in
making an educational decision and from this judgment a recommendation can
be develc;‘p'ed. |

Educational evaluation has, according to Stake, its formal and informal
sides. Informal evaluation is rec‘ognized by its dependence on casual observa-
tion, implicit goals, intuitive norms and -subjective judgment. Careful study,
says Stake, reveals informal evaluation of education to be of variable quality,
sometimes penetrating and insightful, sometimes superficial and distorted.
Formal evaluation as Stake sees it is recognized by its dependence on check-
lists . structuged visitation by peers, controlled comparisons and standardized
testing of students. Some of these techniques have long histories of successful
use, he says. He feels there is a great potential contribution.to education of
formal evaluation. He feels the potential could be realized in a number of ways.
Educators should, for example, implore measurement specialists to develop a
methodology that reflects the fullness, the complexity, and the impor,tance of
their programs. They should spell out more clearly antecedent conditions and
classroom transactions and attempt to couple them with the various outcomes.
There should be an effort made t.o measure the match between what an educator
intends to do and what he does do. For the evaluation of curricula, attention to
individual differences among students should give way to attention to the con-
tingencies among background COnditior;s, classroom activities, and scholastic

outcomes. ‘ H

3
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Finally, the formal evaluation endorsed by Stake includes the evaluation
of its materials. As stated before, the two basic acts of his formal evaluation

are description and judgment,

Constructs Proposed

For any one educational program there are two principal v}ays of pro-
cessing descriptive evaluation data according to Stake: finding the contingen-
cies among (1) antecedents, (2) transactions, and (3) outcomes and finding the
congruence between Intents and Observations. The relationship (contingency)
among the (1) antecedents [conditions existing prior to teaching and learning],
(2) transactions [countless encounters of student with teacher, student with
student, parent with counselor, etc.] and (3) outcomes [abilities, achievements,
attitudes and aspirations of students resulting from an educational experience]
is sought by the evaluator Fhat permits program improvement. In the search to
see if what was intended (antecedents, transactions, outcomes) actually happened
and were realized we discover the amount or degree of congruence. The evaluator
compares the Int:nts and Observations, mating the discrepancies and describing
the amount of congruence. The contingenciés and congruences are subject to 7
judgment by experts and participants. 'T'ne importance of non-congruence will
vary with the different viewpoints. Perceptions of the implortance of congruence
larid contingency must be attended to very carefully by th.e evaluator. -~

f Stake feels judgments must become an 1ncreasing’ part of the evaluation

report. Evaluators must seek out and record the opinions of persons with special

qualifications. The two bases of judging the characteristics of a program (1) with

respect to absolute standards as reflected by personal judgments and (2) with

hKs |
s o
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respect to relative standards as reflected by characteristics of alternate pro-

grams. Each set of absolute standards, 1f formalized would indicate accgptable .
and meritorious levels for antecedents, transactions and outcomes. Before

making a judgment the evaluator determines whether or not each standard is met.

The judging act itself is deciding which set of standards to heed. More pre-

cisely Stake says judging is assigning a weight, an importance to each set of
standards. Rational judgment in educational evaluation is a decision as to how

much to ;;ay attention to the standards of each reference group in deciding

whether or not to take some administrative action.

Relative comparison is accomplished in a similar fashion except that the
standards are taken from descriptions of other programs. The evaluator selects
the characteristics to attend to and which reference programs to compare to.
From relative judgment we can obtain‘an overall or composite rating of merit
(perhaps with certain qualifying statements) a rating to be used for an educa-
tional decision. Froni this final act of judgment a recommendation can be com-
posed. 1

Stake would have a panoramic vievs; of what was being evaluated. His
model allows us to gain from as many poirits of view as are significant the ’
existing conditions, the countless encounters of all involved parties, and the
outcomes or consequences. With his plan of contingency and congruence ;ve

thever look at a segment in isolation; we always observe and consider relation-

ships of all the parts,

Stake has determined that full description ana full judgment are intrinsic

N

in all formal evaluation. Stake feels that if rational judgments are to be @ade,
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and he emphasizes judgmental criteria as mandatory to making recommendations
for decision-making, then informal techniques must be abandoned. Also he notes
that too often judgmental statements are made about educational programs with-
out describing the procedures used in arriving at the judgments.

To insure the publicness of -evaluative statements, standards for making
judgmental statements must be explicated. All evalqation studies are compara-
tive in nature, in fhe sense that descriptive data are’compared to either absoiute
or relative standards. If these stanc.lards are not made public according to Stake

the credibility of evaluative statements can be legitimately questioned. The

studies must be objective, scientific and reliable so that they might clearly be

explained to the various audiences who seek this assistance for decision-making.
The pfoviding of immediate relative answets to assist in this is what is really
being sought and must be gained for effective and beneficial continuance of any

evaluation study.

Design

The design for evaluation as proposed By Stake is very generél in nature.
Every educational program has a rationale though only implicit at times. It
represents the philosophic backgrouhd and basic purposes of the pf)ogram. The
eyaluator must constantly ask himself, says Stake, whether the plan (evaluation)
jnstitutes a logical step in the implementation of the basic purposes. The

statement of purpose may be difficult to obtain or the instructor may not be effec-

tive at presenting it. 5

~




With the establishment the;n of a rationale clearly recognized by all, the
implementation of _tl'_le Descrip'tibn Matrix seeking the contingencies between the
antecedents, transacti‘ons and out(;omes and seeking further the congruencies
between what was intended and what was oiaserved will occur. Secondly, the
implementation of the Iudg%nent Matrix will occur. Here the evaluator uses the
established or agreed upon Standards a; a basis for Judgments which Stake feels
are intrinsic in the required formal model of evaluation. These judgments will

be relative and absolute and an overall rating of merit can be obtained to be

used in making an educational decision.

Figure 4.
Description and Judgment Matrices )
INTENTS OBSERVATIONS . 'STANDARDS JUDGMENTS
ANTECEDENTS
F ~
1
TRANSACIHICNS
R OUTCOMES
| DESCRIPTION MATRIX JUDGMENT MATRIX
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In the evaluation of an educational program we must establish as nearly —- -~ '

as possible what the rationale of the program is. Although implicit at times it

does represent the basic purposes of any program. As the evaluator proceeds

with the dévelopmént of the Description Matrix and then to the Judgment Matrix ?

he will have to constantly remind himself of this rationale so that there is an

implementation of the basic purposes.

The Description Matrix includes the "Intended" and "Observed Antecedents, "

"Transactions” and "Outcomes." "Antecedents" are any gf the existing conditions

prior to the teachiro and learning which may result. The student's aptitude,

previous experience, interest and willingness are examples of the "Antecedents"”

which the evaluator will describe. "Transactior_ls" include the succession of

engagements which occur between students and their peers, teachers and coun-

selors. "Transactions"are the dynamics included in discussion, explanation,

ddministration. "Qutcomes" result from the educational experience and include

such things as students' abilities, achievements, aftitudes and aspirations.,

"Outcomes" include not only those whigh are evident but application, transfer

and relearning effects. "Outcomes" are the consequences of education - imme-

diate and long range, cognitive and conr{ative, personal and community-wide.
"Antecedents, " "Transactions™ and "Outcomes, " the elements of evalua-

tion statements are shovyn in the matrices to have a place in both description and

judgment. To fill tpése in, the evaluator will collect judgments (community preju- o

dice, problem solving styles, teacher personality) as well as descriptions. It

is also indicated that judgmental statements are classified as general standards

of quality or as judgments specific to a given program. Descriptive data are

s




‘ 62.

\

- i
\

\

classified as intents aﬁd observations. T\'le evaluator can organize his data-
gathering to the matrix format. ‘"\
‘ \
The evaluator can prepare a record of what educa;ors intend, of what
observers perceive, of what patrons generaily expect and of what judges value

the immediate program to be. The record may treat antecedents, transactions,

Ve -
—
"oy

ard outcomes separately withinthe four classes identified as "Intents, " "Oby~-
servations, " "Standards, "’ and "“Judgments."

The "Inten'ts" inciude on the matrix planned for demonstrations, planned
for coveragé of certain subject matter, e';c. , as well as planned for student
beﬁavior. The collection of "Intents" is a priority liéting of all that may happen.

The "Observations” include a description of surroundings and events
and subsequent consequence_s‘. T.hese oi)servations are done both in a direct
and personal way and with the use of instrurne\nti~ ",Observations." ar;e alw;ys
made with the staterﬁent_ of purpose (Rationale)l in mind.

The first twc; columns of th:e data matrix contain the descriptive data and
the format for processing these data is )represented there. The data for a curriculum
are congruent if what was intended actually happened. To be fully congruent the
intended antecedents, transactions, and outcomes would have to come to pass.
The evaluator should be able to compare the cells containing "Intents" and
"Observatior,}s"' to'note the discrepancies and to describe the amount of congruence
for that row. Congruence does not indicate that outcomes are reliable or valid
but that what was intended did occur. The evaluator's task is one of identifying

outcomes that are contingent upon particular antecedent conditions and instruc-

tional transactions.

o




63.
Q

The contingencies and congruences identified by evaluators are subject
to judgment by experts and participants just as more unitary descriptive data are.

The importance of non-congruence will vary with different viewpoints. Percep-

b /
tions of the importance of congruence and contingency deserve the evaluator's

careful attention.

Limitations and Contributions

The most unique aspect of the Stake Evaluation Model used for the col-
lection o.f information is his Description and Judgment Matrices. These Matrices
‘are ‘u‘sed in de;cribing and judging educational programs based on a formal in-
quiry process.l

Although the Stake Mode! does present limitations such as: (1) the
inadequate methodology for obtaining information, (2) cells of design matrix
overlap. and the dr’.stinc:ion§ are no: clear, and (3) there is the possibility of
internal strife as a result because value constructs within the program could
vary so; it does offer strong contribut _ns to the evaluation field. It does pro-
vide a systematic method for arranging descriptive and judgmental data thus
emphasizing the inter- and intra-relationships between them. It also considers

both absolute and relative judgment.
MICHAEL SCRIVEN'S EVALUATION MODEL

Michael Scriven has outlined a method of evaluation which is kncwn in
educaticral circles as the Scriven Model. ’
This model essentially deals with two processes in the act of evaluating.

It concerns itself with the beginning nor foimative evaluation of a project which
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. is referred to as the producer's portion of the process and summative evaluation

which concerns itself with the consumer or product portion' of the- project.

Scriven has built upon the foundation laid by Cronbach to suggest dis-
tinctions e;nd procedures which are of great practical'v\alue for the evaluation
specialist. He has elaborated on the functions of evaluation by noting that,
while evaluation can play many roles 1n(education, the evaluation process has
only one functig;lal goal - that of determining the worth of n{érit of something.
By making this distinction, Scriven has emphasized that no study of any program
can be labeled as evaluation unless some judgment is made.

Understanding the difference between the formative and summa,iive roles
will help the evaluator delineate those méthpds that may be appropriately used N
in any one evaluation study.

%s‘ It is worth noting that the methods required reliably to arrive at an over-

all appraisal i; the Scriven Model have by no means been fully specified. It

is a loosely woven set of ideals that in practical application have not been fully
realized at this point in the development of the evaluation process. Scriven
relies on the use of experts in making judgments.

Evaluation is described by Scriven at the methodological level as a
gathering and combining of performance data with a weighted set of goal scales.
At the sociological or pedagogical level he becomes concerned with possible
roles of evaluation.

Scriven held that evaluatior should attempt to answer certain types of

questions about certain entities. The entities are the various educaticnal "ins<ro-

ments, " processes, personnel, procedures or programs. It is meant to establisk

and justify the merit and worth of the above.
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The major activities of the evaluator consist in gathering and combining
performance data with a weighted set of goal scales to yield either comparative

or numerical ratings in the justification of (a) the data gathering instruments,

(b) the weightings and (c) the criteria selected.

The role which evaluation plays varies. It may form part cf a teacher-
training activity,'of the process of curriculum development, of a field experiment

connected with the improvement of learning theory, of an 1nvest1gation preliminary

A

to a decision about purchase or rejection of materials; it may be a data gathering

activity suppcrting a request for tax increa sesfg_r_;esea?cﬁ support, or a pre-

el
e Sl
Py

liminary to reward or punishnrei‘traf people as in an executive training program,

a person or a classroom.

Role of the Evaluator

The basic fact is that the evaluator, while a professional in his own
field, is usually not a professional in the field relevant tc the curriculurm being
reformed or, if he is, he is not committed to théparticular development keing
undertaken. The evaluator therefore must recognize as his responsibility the
uncovering and formulating of a testable set of criteria for the subject veing
evaluated. Scriven holds the evaluator responsible for makirg *hese juduments
through his role in looking at goals, judging their worth and determininjy their
worth. Formative evaluators should be sharply distinguished from summative
evaluators with whom they may work in developing an acceptable summwative
design. Scriven states that if such a distinction is made, it tecomes r«¢ ssible
to retain the advantaces of objective professional evalaation without disrupting

team efforts.
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This total exarrﬁnation by the evaluator of comparative merit is done
through.‘ evaluation reports with judgments explicitly stated for either prodtfxcers
or consumers.

The goals set forth by the formative evaluation and the product being
judged at the summative end must be, according to Scriven, judged on their
merit and worth 1;1 relationship to the goals and objectives set forth by the
system . . !

The evaluation must include, as an equal partner wi‘th the measuring of
performance against intended goals, procedures for the evaluation of the goals
themselves.

. —
Any curriculum project has some kind of general objectives at the very

heginning. These are elaborated on and judged by the expert evaluator in rela-

tionship to their worth dependent upon the needs of the situation.

Relationship to Decision Making

-

How the information produced by an evaluation study using any one
approach is related to the decision-making-proceés is of key importance in the
use of any evaluation process. In the Scriven model judgments are explicitly
stated for bcth producers and consurr;ers in evaluation reports and utilized in

decision making.

Types of Evaluaticon

Scriven cites the following as types of evaluation:
1. Formative - summative

2. Comparative - non comparative

lan XY
)




&

67.

3. Intrinsic - payoff

4, Mediated.

Formative ~ to assist in developing curricula,
Su‘mmative - to assess the merit of curricula once they have been
d.gveloped and put on the market,

é‘omgarative - to look at judged merits of content matter and goals and‘
evaluate them in relationship to tests that are based on comparative

norms. -

Non-Comparative - to judge them on their own or ébsolu_te scale or

scores.

Comparative evaluations are often very much easier than non-compara-
tive evaluations because we can often use tests which yiéld differences instead
of having to find an absolute scale and then eventually compare the absolute
scores.

Scriven recommends an outside expert be responsible for choosing any
instrument.

Intrinsic - this involves an appraisal of the instrument itself; in the
analog this would involve the evaluation of the content, goals, grading proce-
dures, teacher attitudes, etc. This is also called secondary evaluation. The

criteria is usually not operationally formulated, and they refer directly to the

. instrument itself but only indirectly to ité educational effectiveness or results.

Defenders of the method state this is the only way values can be evaluated.

Pay-off - this approach proceeds via an examination of the effects of the

teaching instrument on the pupil, and these alone, and it more usually specifies
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these rather operat‘ionally., It describes effects on teachers, parents, etc.,
and may also show relevgnt effects. It may involve an appraisal of the dif-
ferences between pre and post tests, between experimental group tésts and con-
trol group ~tests . \'
| The appeal of pay-off evaluation to the defenders of it is the correlation

of the evaluation of goals and methods with the acltual effects on stgdents.

Mediated - Scriven outlines the following guide for practical implementa-
tion of mediated evaluation: -

A three track approach to realize the objectives of a curriculum project
through use of a project team who are assigned the task of goal formulation.

a) As the pfoject develops, the goals formulated should be regularly
re-examined and modified in the light of divergencies from them that have arisen
during the developmental activities, where it is felt that these changes have led
to more valuable goals.

b) Work should begin on the construction of a test-question pool.
Progress tests will t;egin and the items can be thrown into this pool. The con-
struction of this pool is the constructid{i of the operational version of the goals.
It should therefore be scrutinized at the same time as re-examination of the
more abstractedly formulated goals occur.

c) At this stage work should begin in getting some external judgments
as to the cohesiveness of the alleged goals, the actual goals and the test ques-
ticn pool.

The Scriven Model involves drawing a distinction between goals (claims)

and roles (functions) and involves several types of evaluation.

v p—

Y
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In terms of goals, Scriven's evaluation attempts to answer certain types
of questions about certain entities. The entities are the various educational
instrumens (processes, personnel, procedures, programs, etc.). The types
of questio‘ns include questions of the form: How well does the instrument per-
"form (with respect to such and such criteria) ? Does it perform better than this
other instrument? What merits, or drawbacks does this instrument have (i.e.,
What variables from th:-e group in which we are interested are significantly af-
fec':ed by i:cs application) ? Is the use of this instrument worth what it's costing ?
These activities consist simply in the gathering and combirfing of performance
data with a weighted set of criterial scales to yield either comparative or numeri-
cal ratings and in the justification of (a) the data gathering instruments, (b) the
weightings, and (c) the selection of criteria.

The roles of evaluation according to Scriven, may be different according
to the context of a particular educational situation, It may form part of a teacher
training activity, of the process of curriculum development, of a field exberiment
connected with the improvement of learning theory, of an investigation preliminary
to a decision about purchase or reception of materials; it may be a data sgathering

activity, etc.

Within the fra;nework of the model are the underlying principals of forma-
tive and summative evaluation; comparative and non-comparative evaluation;
intrinsic and pay-off evaluation; and mediated evaluation.

Scriven has based his criteria for selecting and judging evaluation proce-

dures on (1) the establishment of goals, (2) the determination of the worth of the

evaluation, (3) the presence of those constructs which are valid for the evaluation

[V Y re)
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being done, and (4) the employment of both formative and summative evaluation

as a wholistic approach to program evaluation.

Implications for Design

-

The theme which runs through Scriven's thesis is the concern initially
for the evaluation of objectives as prerequisite for program evaluation,

The process of lookiné at many factors and the valuing of or the making

of value judgments on the merit of the objectives before a program can be
judged worthwhile is the basis for the scientific process erimployed to judge
the merit and worth of the program.

The distinction made between the formative and summative evaluation
gives a special implication for curriculum workers who must désign & plan for

evaluation. The taxonomy of the ériteria for evaluation gives the evaluator
checklist with which to work. The following is a rather generalized gkeletal
framework of the Scriven taxonomy that could hold implication for design, ‘
1. Conceptual Description of Educational Objectives
a. Knowledge of;
b. Comprehension or understanding of;
c. Motivation (attitude/values/affect);
d. Non-mental abilities;
e. Non-educational goals.
2. Manifestation Dimensions of Critical Variables

a. Knowledge

b. Comprehension
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c. Attitude
d. 'i'he non-mental abilities
3. Follow up data on above,
4, “ Secondary Effects
a. Effects on teachers ﬂ\
b. Effects on teachers' colleagues
a c. Effects on other students l
¢a Effects on adm}nistrétors
e, Effects on parents
f. Effects on school or college
g. Effects on the taxpayer .
h. Sundry effects . '~
5. Values and Costs
a. Range of utility
b. Moral considerations
c. Costs

6. Explanatory Evaluation (sometimes a part of process research and

"should be secondary to previous kinds of evaluation.)

Contributions

The major contributions of the Scriven model are:

1. The application of the discrimination between formative or on-going
evaluation and summative or product evaluation,

2. The focus on the direct assessment of the worth of the objectives as
determining the merit of the evaluation. The concept of valuing as a prime con-

sideration in the process of evaluating.

ERIC 79
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3. The application of the many types of roles in diverse contexts in
the process evaluating.

4, Th:e determination that although evaluation can play more roles, the
prime pur;;ose is to determine the worth or merit of something.

5. The delineation of the types of evaluative procedures and the purposes
for each (summative-formative; comparative—non-comparative‘; intrinsic-payoff;
and mediated). j )

6. The analysis of determining the credibility of the means and the

justification of the ends. R

2

Limitations
1. The'determination of the faéets of the program, including all the
variables for the student along Wi_th the costs and all other possibilities, in de-
termining the worth of the -'prograr\r\x creates tremendous methodological problems.
2. There has been developed no process for assessing the validity of
judgments being made.
. 3. There are sever.al ambiguous overlapping concepts that have not been
spelled out,
4. The model relies on the employment of outside experts rather than

locdl staff already on hand.
OTHER EVALUATIQN MODELS

» In ac  ‘on to the analyses made of the major evaluation models repaorted

above, analyses were also made of other designs which appear les§ frequently

ERIC -
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inthe literature. These include the work of/N/ewton S. Metfessel and William B.

Michael: Robert L. Hammond, and Ral yler.

* NEWTON S. METFESSEL ANDJWILLIAM B. MICHAEL
University of Southdrn California

¢

The thesis upon which Metfessel and Michael operate in their design for
evaluation is largely based on the Tyler model of comparing measured pe;fofmance
with béhavioral standards. Objectives are stated as operational definitions in-
volving measurable and observable changes in behaviors that have been judged

to be significant and relevant to the broad goals and the philosophy of the educa-

tional institution under study.

Definition
Compéring measured performance with behavioral standards. Criterion
1]

measures are used in evaluation of the attair{x\ment of cbjectives in school programs.

Specific objectives both .- the cognitive and affective domains are stated.

Purpose

To formulate recommendations that furnish a basis for further implementa-
tion, for modifications, and for revisions in broad goals and specific objectives.
Metfessel and Michael feel that this may be of some help to teachers, administra-

. .- /

tors, counselors and consultants to public schools, and other profe¥1onal per-

sonnel whose experience in evaluation may be limited.

Key Emphasic

Specification of objectives and using multiple criterion measures to

assess outcomes. They key 1n on the involvement of many different audiences.

P
g(‘
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Their paper, "A Paradigm Involving Multiple Criterion Measures for the

18

Evaluation of the Effectiveness of School Programs," " lists eight major steps

in the evaluation process.

Types of Evaluation -

In brief they ate capsuled as follows:

1. .I“/olvement ‘of many people from all aregs of school and ‘}L)ome com-
munity. . '

2. Construction of a cohesive paradigm of broad goals and specific

objectives. /

Translation of specific/ objectives into communicable form.

/
Developmernt of nece/s'sary instrumentation for criterion measurement.
/
/
Periodic observations through instruments of behavioral measurement.
Analysis of data.

Interpretation of data in terms of judgmental standards and values.

Formulation of recommendations.

Role of the Evaluator

The evaluator is @ measurement specialist who involves lay individuals,
schoo: people and students in developing a set of recommendations.
The evaluator is familiar with bdth standardized énd nonstandardized

instruments and techniques to collect data on evaluation studies.

Relationshi;ﬂ to Decision-Making

Suggestions are made concerning revisions in objectives or program strate-

gies. Feedback is given to all individuals involved in the school program.
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The specific behavioralqujectives are translated into a form that is

both communicable and applicable to facilitating learning. Recomm~ndaticns

can thus be made for furthMation, for modification and for revisions

in the broad goals and specific objectives that improvements can be realized.
%
/

N

Constructs Proposed

\

N— -

The system of multiple criterion measuremén‘f is set forth as follows:
1. Measures which are indicators of status or cflange in cognitive and

affective behaviors of students in terms of standardized mea sures/’ana scales.

’

2. Measures which are indicators of status or change in cogx’\ritive and
7 !
affective behaviors of students by informal or semiformal teacher-made instru~

R

) ‘!3
{

3. Measures which are indicators of status or change in student behavior

ments or devices.

/

other than those measured by tests, inventories and obsfen)ation scales in rela-
tion to the task of evaluating objectives of school progJams.

4, Measures whic}i are indicators of status or ‘Lhange in cognitive and
affective behaviors of teachers and other school personnel in relation to the
evaluation of school programs. '

5. Measures which are indicators of community behaviors in relation to -

evaluation of school programs.

Implications for Design

The eight stage evaluation process sets forth a model which, if imple-
mented, would give a design involving a wide audience, and specification of

objectives. The provisioa for periodic observations adds credibility to the
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constant and consistent measurement using multiple criterion. Provided also is

P .
the method for interpretation and recommendation to the various audiences.

-

. Contributions

/ The major contributions are judged to be in (@) the involvement of a large
audience: (b) the specification of objectives; (c) the continuous feedback and
periodic observations; (d) the laying out of the multiple criterion measurements
for the user: (e) the inclusion of repcrting to the various éudiences as a vital

- part of the et :luab@\)on process: (f) using measurement and technology for objective

data gathering: and (g) the ease within which the model may be applied.

&
Limitations *

The following are limitations of the Metfessel, Michael Model:

1. Too much focus on traditional, standardized instrumentation.

[}

2. Testiné is excessive and thereby impractical.
3. The focus is only on outcome. Little is done on process or ante-
cedent evaluation.

4. There is a lack of methodology for establishinc standards, evaluating

-

their relevance, or modifying them during the process.

'ROBERT - HAMMOND .
University of Oregon

4

The thesis gleveloped By Rokert Hammond‘st'at’es that the success or

©

failure of innovations‘inmmodern programs of instructioh is determined by, the

interaction of specific forces within the cducational environment. He cites




these forces in terms of specifi¢.dimensions and: variablgs which operate in a

three dimensional structure, the interaction of which produce combinations of

effacts which must be considered in the evaluation of a given program. The

importance of any combination of these variables is determined by the nature of

the program .selected for study.

Definition

{

/

Hammond assesses the effec iveness of current and innovative programs

at the local level by comparing behaviorai data with pre-set objectives.

“

Once the forces affecting a given innovation have been identified and

placed in a structure which permits an analysis of the interaction of these forces,

the next step is that of placing the structure in a working model for evaluation
\

through carefully defined steps.

T

Pur'gosg

The purpose of this model.is to find out whether innovation is effective
in achieving expressed objectives. ,
) \ o \ )
Hammond states that once the objectivés have been defined, it is up to

the evaluation effort to measure the behavi}r\described in the objectives through

‘y

anélysis of collected data. $ b
N

Yey Emphasis .

Hammond stresses the importance'of local program dev.lcpment in evalua-

J
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He recommer.ds that teachers and administrators attain skills necessary

to evaluate instructional programs\. Once these skills have been developed,

the school district should progress to the point that they can operate independently

of any external evaluation support. ' " \

Role of Evaluator

The evaluator should be a consultant who provides expertise in data
collect;on and trains local evaluators (program personnel).

The personnel might n?ed to secure the help of measurement and aralysis
specialists but should also seek assistance from an evaluator who would at the
same time train them sufficiently to carry out most future steps in future ;evalua-

tion studies unassisted.

Relationship to 7 biectives

This evaluation focuses on the definition and measurement of behavioral
objectives.

Hammond places objectives stated in behavioral terms in the Behavioral
Dimension of his model. He recoynizes the three variables of "Cognitive, "
"Affective, " and "Psychomctor" behavi.ors (perceptual variable is being studied).

The study of a given factor is determined by time, availability of tests and

procedures, and the needs of a given school district.

Relationship to Decision Makinj

Evaluation is the source on which to base decisions about instructional,
P :

v

institutional and behavioral dimensions.

ERIC - 20
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Sound evaluation procedures require that the process beain with a thorough
examination of the current programs. Before attempts at innovation are made,
adequate baseline data is required to make those decisions which determine

the direction of the change process.

Types of Evaluation o

The Hammend model uses three dimensions for describing programs:
(1) the Instructioral Dimension; (2) the Behavioral Dimension; and (3) the

Institutional Dimension.

Each dimension consists of a number of specific variables.

The Instructional Dimension describes the innovation in terms of five
such variables. The variables are: Organization, Content, Methodology,

Facilities and Costs.

Constructs Proposed

This moc}e’f sets up the following constructs:

1. The/application of the kind of evaluation design -to the existing
program.

2. Decisions about the adequacy »f the current program in relétionship
te the objectives.

3. Feedback from the decisions about the program adequacy leads to
inrovation. Is it ne;cessary?

4. Application of the evaluation is studied in its relationship to the
evaluation. \

5. Continuing fredback.

L S




Implications for Design

s
The use of a multi-variate structure focusing on interaction of dimensions.
Both the variables and the dimensions are discussed within this report. This
is shown as a systematic way to assess the effectiveness of both current and

innovative programs.

Contributions

The outstanding contributions of the Hammond model are considered to be: _
1. The use of lgcal personnel who can carry on the evaluation process
cnce it has been initiated.
2. The consideration of interaction of the dimensions and variables
‘which constitute a total appraisal. - «
3. Emphasis on feedback in program development and revision. Self
evaluation and rethinking of action is continuous.

4. Specification of behavioral objectives. This, as Hammond states,

represents one of the most crucial steps in the evaguation process. Preperly

stated objectives will: (a) specify the kind of behavior which wili be accepted
as evidence that the learner has achieved the objective; (b) state the conditions
under which the behavior will be expected to occur; and (c) specify the criteria

of acceptable performance by describing how well the learner must perform.
Limitations

There is difficulty quantifying data involving several of the dimensions

and variables. Additionally, the model, because of its intricacies, may be

complex and time~consuming to set up.
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The "cube" representing the dimensions and variables might become the
| 4
source of evaluation rather than the objectives that are underlying.
The model neglects the importance of informed judgment.

The motivation of local personnel is a problem unconsidered in Hammond's

model.
RALPH W. TYLER

Tyler's thesis states that the process of evaluation is essentially the
process of determining to what extent the educakional objectives are actually
being realized by the program of curriculum and instruction. Since educational
objectives are essentiz_illy changes in human beings or aimed at producing certain
desirable changes in behavior patterns, evaluation is the process of determining

the degree to which these changes in behavior are actually taking place.
Definition

" Comparing student performance with behaviorally stated objectives.
This is basically @ congruence definition first proposed by Tyler as an outgrowth

of his work in the Eight-Year Study at Ohio State University.18

Purpose

To determine the extent to which purposes of a learning activity are

actually being realized by the program ot curriculum and instruction.

9

&
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Key Emphasis

There is a épeciffcation of objectives and a measuring of the learning
outcomes of pupils. Since objectives are essentially changes in humarfbehavior,

the objectives aimed at are to produce certain desirable changes in the behavior

patterns of students.

Role of the Evaluator

Tyler sees the evaluator as a curriculum specialist -vho evaluates as

part of curriculum development ard assessment,

Relationship to Objectives

The evaluation implies attainment of the behavioral objectives first

identified at the beginning of the course or program.

Relationship to Decision Maxing

The gathering of actual pupil pe-formance data will provide the informa-
tion for the decision-maker to use to identify strengths and weaknesses of a

course or curriculum.

Types of Evaluation

Tyler uses the Pre- and Post-measurement method of evaluating the

congruence of performance with objectives.




83.

Constructs Proposed

The following are those constructs proposed by Tyler in his evaluation
model: ]

1. Statements of objnectives in behavioral terms.

2. Teaching objectives are pupil-oriented.

3. Objectives must consider pupils' entry behavior, analysis of our

culture, school philosophy, learning theories, new developments in teaching,

etc.

Criteria for Judging Evaluation

The criteria 1or evaluation must rely on:
1. Behavioral objectives that are clearly stated.

2. Objectives that contain references not only to course content but

~ also to mental processes applied. \
\
Implications for Design :
There must be irterpretation and the use of assessment when designing
program. The designs developed should assess student progress.
Contributions
The Tyler model contributions may be listed as follows:
1, Itis easy to.assess whather behavioral cbjectives are being achieved.
2. It is easy for practitioners to design evaluative studies.
3. It checks the degree of congruency between performance and objectives
Q and focuses on a clear definition of objectives.,

20
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Limitations

o

There is a tendency to oversimplify program and focus on the terminal

rather than on on-going and pre-program information.

There is a tendency to focus directly and narrowly on objectives, with

little attention to the worth of the objectives.
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CHAPTER IV
THE NEW ROCHELLE EVALUATION MODEL

The evaluation r}lodel adopted by the practicum participants was
developed from Stuffleb/eam's CIPP Model. In addition to the basic structure
of the CIPP model, however, the New Rochflle approach incorporated the con-
cepts of a team and discrepancy evaluation of Provus, as well as the methods
for the collection of descriptive and judgmental data emphasized by Stake.
The model also contains elements derived from summative evaluation as
described by Scriven and suggested the development of a new organization
structure for the school district as well as new role descriptions for «taff, '. ‘
concepts implied in the writings cf Hammond and Tyler.

The resulting eclectic menage is the framework which the participants

believe will most effectively serve the subject district at the present time.

THE MODEL

e

The unifying theme for the New Rochelle Model is the following defini-

19
tion:

Evaluating is the process of delineating, obtaining, and

providing useful information for judging decision alternatives.
D=

e
This definition emphasizes that evaluation is a c?ntinuing process; that this

/

»

process includes the three steps of delineating, obtaining, and providing infor-

mation; and that this information should meet criteria of utility and should

guide decision~-making,
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Given that evaluation supplies information for decision,-mak‘i'ng,' the
decisions to be served must be known. Decisions are divided into four classes
called pl.;mning, structuring, implementing, and recycling decisions. Planning
decisions are choices of objectives. Structuring decisions are those in design-
.ing projects to achieve given objectives. Those required for operationalizing

and executing & project design are implementing decisions. Recycling decisions

refer to the judgment of and reaction to project results.

Figure S.

Context Inpitt Process @ Product
Evaluation Evaluation  Evaluation ; Evaluation

|

¢

: T I
| t

E !
‘R V o _ Proactive - (Formative)
. o0 A Decision-Making b !
, Evaluation '
L L ' ! '
E U '
- S A . " , :
T Retroactive' (Summative) /
O I Accountability L '
F O Evaluation
N : ' i

A . amework that Relates CIPP to the
Formative-Summative Conception of Evaluation

The CIPP aspect of the evaluation p-ocess includes the three main steps
of delineating, obtaining, and proviéing. TDelineating thé questions to be
answered and providing ;>btained information to decision-makers are interface
activitié"s requiring collaboration between evaluator and deci_sion-maker. The

obtaining of information is a technical activity involving measurement, data . °




processing and statistics, and is executed mainly by the evaluator, or in the

case of the New Rocheile Model, by the evaluation team. The delineating, .

obtaining, and providing steps. provide the basis for the New Rochelle method-
ology of evaluation.
Figure 6 is a framework for dgsigning evaluation studies. It includes the

dimensions of types of evaluation, uses of evaluation, and the .steps in the

evaluation process. e

To use this framework, one should first deteriine what tﬁ()es of evaluation
will be conducted and then for each seclected type determine whether decision- =«
making and/or accountability is/are to 5e served. Then the delineating, obtain-
ing and proviéling steps should be defined for each of the chosen columns in the
matrix. The result Qf using this framework is a set of evaluation desigﬁs to be
implemented. In general, such designs specify what questions will be addressed,
how the needed information will be obtained, and how the information - will be

reported to the designated audiences. |

Figure 6.
Evaluation Context Input Process Product
Types Evaluation Evaluation Evaluation Evalcacticn
Uses Decision | Account- | Decision|Account- | DaecisionfAccouat- Decisic:IAccount-
Making { ebility Meking {abilicy Making fabilicy Mzxinz jability
=
" Steps ‘
pelineating &~———|(“nat questioas will be addressed?) —>
Y R ‘b . ‘ ’
e s How wi i ied i i in
Obtaining &——{(iiow will [:he reeded inforzation be obtained?) ' >
e -
Providing &———|(how will mhe obtained infcrzation be reported?); —
1 P 1 ! i ) <
Q / . (
EMC A Framework for Desu;n(i\ng Evaluation Studies
[Ar.i 7o provided by Enic . 'k
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.
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According to CIPP, evaluation designs and reports should be judged in

terms of three standards. The first is technical adequacy and concerns validity,

‘-

R

reliability, and objectivity, The second standard is utility and.involves the.. . ...,
relevance, scope, timeliness, importance, pervasiveness, and credibility of

the evaluation. The third standard is cost/effectiveness.

Evaluation has a b‘\asis in the need for information which requires the

|
1
w5 Ve

delineation of information needs, and has utility in making decisions which

require providing information. Both delineating and providing usefu! information

/A for judging decision altern&;(cives require interaction with decision-makers and/or
potential audiences. This interaction defines the 1nter"face of evaluators with
other roles. Schematically, the inter}:aces appear as shown in Figure 7 below.

Since there are four kinds of dec.isions, there are also four kinds of

evaluation. Context evaluation serves planning decisions by 1dentifyin_q unmet

v

needs, unused opportunities, and underlying problems. Input evaluation serves

structuring decisions by projecting and analyzing alternative procedural designs.

?

g
Process evaluation serves implementing decisions by monitoring project opera-

\

tions. Product evaluation serves recycling decisions by identifying and assess-

ing project results,

1

In addition to serving dec\%sion-r{]aking, the Model provides & basis for

— 4
' ~

accountability. Conte%t evaluati(;m provides a record of objectiveé chosen,
tthsé rejected, and the rellation o} chgosen and rejected objectives to infornfation
about needs, opportunities, and problems. Input evaluation provides a record
of the actual implementation process. Product evaluation records project attain-
ments and deiisions concerning the continuation, modification or termination of

’\P-'

IR




) 89. -
P - — . .l/

the project. Overall, through recording information and the decisiops influenced i

by the information, program ma.nagers can maintain a strong basis for account-

ability.

One way to summarize the CIPP aspects of the Model is the framework
tltmie;.th;‘elates its four 9valu;;igr; ;ypes to their two usés. Figure 5 shows that
context, input, process, and product evaluation serve both decision-making anq
accountability. By equating é\‘}b‘lh'éaﬁorf for decision-making to formative évalua-
tion and evaluatior fo; accountability to summative evaluation one can see in . R )

»
this framework the relationship bet‘yeen the Scriven and CIPP conceptualizations
of evaluation. The four kihds. of evaluation are formative if they are conducted

proactively to serve decision-making. They 'are summative if-they are eonducted ke

retroactively to serve accountability. ) : :

’ <

Evaluators are shown in intérface with thve many roles to be found operating
in the educational community, ail members of which are potentfally decision-
makers. The préc/ess of delineating ir;formation needs requires the evaluator to
work with decision-makers and members of the gducational community. The
evaluator will be establishing decision settings as well as the criterion variables”
that will be applied in the evaluation.

”

At the opposite end of the evaluation process - that of providing informa-

tion - are shown interfaces of the evaluator with the same multiple role types.

~t

The evaluator may\be delineating information needs in relation to only one or two
people, perhaps the superintendent and other administrators. He may then be

reporting back to these same people - providing information. The evaluator will

be determining, through interaction with many people, more broadly-based

~re
PNV
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an audience much broader

informétion needs, and that his report wﬂl be made to

than the primary decision-maker.

t

H
@PAigure 7.

&

interface Adwinistration of Evaluation interface

a

Cotmuni iy

Community

~

.

Evaluatica Specialists,
Associates Who
Coliect
+ Organize
_ Analyze Data

Superintendent

'S*er intendent

P

Administrators

i

]

i

T
Adninistrators

NIVOAPCI>Pam

Teachers Teachers

D OAPCHIPaMm

[~Students Students

-

Parents Parents

pEpEpEpEpEpiy

!

\Oc}ineatlsn' Obtaining Prov&ding
) of Inforration infornation
inforaation
Needs

Tnterfaces of Evaluators writh Decision-Makers and /or Audiences

Tigure 8 illustrates various methods which will be used by the evaiuacor
! .

in delineating infcrmation reeds, as well as numerous media or methods to be

used in disseminating the information provided.

Emphacis iz piaced on the delineation and providing of inform ition pecéuse

[
so much of the evaluator's work 13 dependent upon his successful interactior

with these manry roiés.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Interface Methodologies with Decision-Makers and/or Audiences

g The overall framework fpr‘.{he avaluation design is based on the three
major task areas of the definiticn, developed by Stufflebeam, - delineating,
obtaining and providing. These three areas can’be broken down into activitfés
whi'ch will be related to the decision setting, the decision maker, and the type
of evalua‘tion required. These activities, within units, each have a series of

tasks. Figure 9 depicts these units of aétivity and the tasks within,
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Figure 9.
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Work Breakdown for Evaluation Desigrl

The New Rochelle evaluation model will involvé the following steps .
First, the evaluation team will delineate the activities that are ;co be evaluated,
the decisions about th<;se activities that are to be served, the information needed
to service those decisi;)ns, and the policies that will govern obtaining and pro-

viding the information. Second, they will obtain the needed information. Third,

" they will communicate this information to those who will make the decisions.

e b

This process ensures that decisions are made that can'result in defensible goals
and in activit;es which are efficient and effective in meeting these goals.

Forming the basis tor ’;he evaluation model proposed are the following
eight premises:

1. Since the purpose of evaluation is to provide information for decision-

mai\cing, it is necessary to know the decisions to be served.

a9
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2. For evaluation to be relevant to decision-making, the evaluator must

be oriented to the decisions to be served and function within this orientation.

3. A valid evaluation model should be grounded in sound conceptualiza- '
. v
. - " tions of the different change settings (homeostatic, incremental, and neomobil-

istic) and models (synoptic, disjcinted incremental, qnd planned change) to be .
. served.

[N

4. Different types of decisions (planning, structuring, implementing,
and recycling) require different types of evaluation designs, and a generalizable'
and efficient evaluation model should be con¢eptualized accordingly.

5. While different evaluation designs vary in content, a sfnéle set of

. generalizable steps (delineating, obiaining, and providing) can be followed.

6. To answer questions posed by’decision-rﬁakers, \designs for evalua-
tion studies should satisfy édter£a of scienti.fic adequac;r (internal and external
/alidgty, reliability, and objectivity), of practicapl utility (relevance, importance,
s‘cope, credibility, timeliness, and pervasivéness) and -of prudential worth

efficiency. |

7. Decision-making is comprised of four stages (@awareness, design,

N
choice, and action) that potentially require evaluative information; thus, the

relationship between evaluation and decision-making is symbiotic. - —— . -
8. Since decision-making requirements ‘are subject to change, evaluation

designs should be flexible and-capable of meeting changing requirements.

Figure 10 is presented as an overall model for the total evaluation program

being proposed herein. It provides for systematic context evaluation and ad hoc

- input, process, and product evaluations. This chart retains the basic relationships

100
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-~

between activities, evaluation, and, decisions. The small 'loop (=0) attached
to each evaluation block denotes the generai process of delineating, obtaining,
and providing information that is inherent in any evaluation study.

The outer cycle represents a continuous systematic context evaluation
mechanism that provides both congruence and contingency context data. This
mechanisin delineates, obtains, and provides information to the planning body
of a system to enable it to make‘decisio‘ns either to uchange the system or to‘

,
continue with present proeedures because they are serving important objectives

effectively and efficiently.

Figure 10.
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.T}')e proposed mode] combines four evalugtion and evaluation-related
"COncepts into a single generalizable model for evaluation. These are the three
major steps in the evaluation process (delineating, obtaining, and providing),
the three classes of change settings (homeostasis, imcrementalism, and neo-
mobilism), the four types of evaluation (context, input, process, and product),
and the four types of decisions (planning, structuring, implementing, and re-
cycling). |

The following features apply to this model:

1. Ad\eQuate system evaluation reqtzires the existence of a formal context
evaluation mechanism. .’ .

2. Leadership personnel in the context evaluation mechanism should
have a continuing and direct relationship with those who formulate policy and
planning decisions within the system.

3.' Context evaluation should be based upon a data base appropriate for
the relevant system.

4. ™. ¢ontext evaluation mechanism should provide both congruence
‘ and contingency data pertaining to the total system.

5. Adequate resources should be at the disposal of the context evaluas-
tion mechanism to enable the performance of ad hoc-input-evaluation studies.

6. Context evaluation is conducted in a general undifferentiated setting,

whilbe input, process and product' evaltiations usually occur within specific,

subpptir_nized se'ttings.

v

“7. In incremental and neomobilistic settings, structuring decisions
should include specifications and budgetary provisions for the conduct of process

and product evaluation studies.

102
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8. Input, process, and product evaluation studies should be more

comprehensive and highly structured for neomobilistic change than for incre- .
mental change. *
| 9. J\Input, process, and product e:/algation to support homeostatic change
generally do not require formal evaluation studies by evaluation units.
/

10, Process and' product evaluation should be carried on simultaneously,

;with process evalpation recieiving heavier emphasis early in a trial and product

<

evaluation reCe'i'\‘)i'ng heavier empha;is as the trial progresses.

11. -Product evaluation assesses attai'nﬁments .of 'change projects within
a system, and..context evaluation asse'sses the impact of the change on the
total system.

12. All evaluation studies should follow the same general process of
delineating, obtaining, and providing informa'tion.

13. Generally speaking, evaluation and decision-making functions should
be separated. To insure the objectivity of baoth the decisions and the evaluation, '
it is important that information be collected, arganized, analyzed, and reported
by persons trained in these functions, but they should not be respons;ble for
thg strengths and w;eaknesses of the program being evaluated.
eevieo— ... .14, To maximize the effectiveness and efficiency of evaluation, evaluatiém

itself should be evaluated. The criteria for this inc;ude internal validity, external
¢ vaiidity, reliability, opjectivity, relevance, impoftance, credibility, scope,
pervasiveness, timeliness, and efficiency.

In order to implement and maintain the functioning of such a model it is

necessary to develop evaluation teams similar to that proposed by Malcom Provus.

’

The primary fun:ction of these teanOla to:




This evaluation team will identify and collect information essential to

decision-making and program improvement, The team is responsible for answering

the following'QueStions:

These basic questions will be dealt with in stages. The following is a
list of examples of questions to be raised and answered by the team, and a list

of activities in which tﬁex will be engfiged:

10.

11.

97.

(a) play a role in the evaluation process, and

{b) monitor the functioning of the evalué;tion model itself.

Is the program defined?
Is the corrective action adequately defined?

I§ corrective action installed ?

o 1
Is program installed ?-

Are the enabling objectives being met?

Are the terminal products delivered?

|
Has the program been installed? |

Compare program definition with installation information for congruence.

/
Information about installation obtained from field observations.

'\
i
1
|
i

Decide if program is congruent with standards.

If program is not congruent, why has the program not been installed?
Model of program installation procedure. ‘ ‘, 2
Description of actual installation procedure used.

Decide where procedural breakdown exists.

H

What should be done to install the program?

L}
*

Alternative installation strategies of a general nature. ’ ,

Information about operational constraints on alternative strategies.

10

o

N\




’
12. Select possible specific strategies.

13. What strategy is best? R N .

14, Value prjorities. of ‘he decision-maker, ‘ .

-

15. Estimates of the actual value consequences of each workable strategy.
16. Selection of that strategy which optimizes values.

17.° Is the program ach'ieving its enabling objectives ?

,

18. Discrepancy information based on actual progtam performance of

$

’ 1
¢ students. Yes, No. If not, why not?
'19. Description 6f breakdown points.

20. What corrective alternatives appear poésible under the model?\

L4

21. Create solution-set alternative's possible within the problem field.

.

22. Detailed analysis of actual constraints in the problem field. ' -
\U .

23. Choose from among them the set which r'neet's field'requiren‘fents .

’

24, What c‘orrective altdrnative appears best? ¢ i
25. Information déscribing value consequences b‘f alternatives.
26. - I; the corrective' action adequatetly- defined ?

27. Mo;lel of corr;ective action, defini’lcion-adequacy criteria.
28. Information descriptive o-f &iisting correct'h"/e action definitien.
29. Determine if corrective action is adequate in terms of the model.

If not, why not?

30. Identify definition process actually used.
, _ .

31. Describe points at which the definition pfocess has broken down.

32. What corrective alternatives appear possible under the model?

33, Create solution-set alternatives.

105
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.

ra

34. ‘Detéiled description-analysis of problem field based on problem-

solving model.

35. Choose from ar;aoné them that set wh%’ch satisfied field demands. -

36. What corrective alternative appeats best?

37. Choose alternative with best 'value-configuration ftt.

38. Is the corrective action installed? : )

'39. . Model of corrective action derived from definition of corrective action.

40. Information descriptive. of actua% field cenditions.

s

P— |

- 41. Determine if cohgruence exists. |

-

42. If discrepancy, why? " (If not, why not?)

43, Identify breakdown points (actual vs., model discrepancies).

Genérally the Evaluation Team will consist of:

1. Several noq-directive evaluation specialists skilled in small-group
process work and ethn?logical techniques, each of whom has responsibility for

project-evaluation marlﬁagement but all of whom may team up to facilitate group

.

work.

2. One or more psychonietrlsts familiar with a wide range of group cogni-
~  tive and affect've instruments and capable of rapidly designing ad hoc instruments.

3. A research-design speéialist capable of drawing carefully defined
i i

<

samples, designing experiments, and directing the statistical analysis of data.

4. One or more technical-writers familiar with educational "language"”

N

and evaluation concepts.
|

5. A data-processing unit with the capacity for data storage, retrieval,

and statistical analysis as directed.
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6. Subject-specialist consultants.
7. A status figure capable of communicating directly with the superin-

. tendent of schools and all program diractors.
The following table depicts activities of the Evaluation Team as they.

might relate to the activity of a program staff.

Table I. ]
-
Relation of Activities of the Evaluation and Program Staffs
Evaluation-Staff Activity ' Program-Staff Activity . e

Identify decision points in the entire
evaluation process. Establish and
maintain an apparatus whereby staif
may formulate standards. Identify standards.
Find ways in which to wprk with staff
’t to reformulate standards/,’if necessary.

Insure the adequacy‘of standards ' {
through the application of explicit
criteria. Find ways to resolve differences in

scandards used by the program staff.
Communicate statement of standards

to staff. ‘
Identify information needed to compare Identify information available or attainable
performance with standards. ’ in order to compare performance with

: Design a method of obtaining programi- standards. _ ’

performance information. )
Provide information descriptive of program

performance.
Renort standards vs. performance S
discrepancy. Choose between action alternatives in
. regard to discrepancy.
Identify decision points in the prublem-

) solving process. Identify kind of information needed to
identify cause of program-performance
deficiency.

Locate information as to cause of pro-
: .gram-performance deficiercy. "
Identify decision points in chcosing .

criteria to be used for selecting
"possible" and "best" corrective
alternatives.
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. L[]
¢ Explicate the criteria used to identify {
cause of discrepancy. )
Identify available cormrective alternatives. .
Identify information needed to generate
alternatives.
Locate and synthesize information
as requested. Identify criteria underlying choice of
) best alternative.
Choose "best" alternative for corrective
action.

0

In order to evaluate, the team wiil gather together certain data. The - ,

v

data are likely to be from several quite different sources, gathered in several
quiterdifferent ways. Whether tlie immediate purpose is Jescription or judgment,
tlhree bodies of information sho‘uld pe tapped. In the evaluation report it will be
helpful to distinguish between antecedent, traﬁsaction, and outcome data.

The evaluation t¢«m will develop Da;fa Matrices. Data will be recorded
on a descriptive matrix and a judgment matrix. . The evaluation team will collect
data related tb the contingencies bet':veen antecedents, transactions ‘and out-
comes. These data will be recordea in terms of description and judgment.
Descriptions will involve "intents" and "observations" and the congruency .

between ther. Judgment will involve ganeral standards of quality aad specific

N
N
~

judgments.
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CHAPTER V

~

. _DISTRICT REORGANIZATION FOR
IMPLEMENTATION OF EVALU{\TION MODEL
In order to implement the preceding evaluation model it wgi'sanecessary to
rl?organize the administrative structure and functioning of the subject school'
district., In response to budg‘;et limitations as well é;s tc the need to gain avail-
able i.ntemal expertise and involvement of the éxisting staff tn the evaluation -
model there was a philosophic‘al switch from centralizéci toward decentralized

organizational decision-making. . .

"Prior to the introduction of this model to the administration of the City
School District of New Rocfmelle‘, the table of organization resembled that of
most school districts of comparable size in the northeast region of the country.
The Superintendent headed an administr;xtive team of assistants, direct&rs and
supervisors whose centralized authority gxtended into all phases and divisions

of the district's operation, A schematic of that organization looked like thiss‘

) ?/ Figure 11,
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In the reorganizption the central administration was stieamlined, as &

first step, dividing the major areas of the district's operation into Four parts.
\

Figure 12 de'scr'ibes this organizational structure following the :m,.ganx?afxon

RIC

design. 1 .
N b »
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As a next step, workshops were held wi.h the admpinistrative staff in-

cluding the Superintendent of Schools. The entire staff was in agreement with the

proposed evaluation model and with their involvement through taking »on district-

C
wide areas of responsmlhty in their areas of expertise. The following tables

.

describe the new organizational structure for admlmstr-atzve staff. Their specific
ty -

»

areas are iisted as they relate to decision-making, accountability and evaluation,
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Figure 14.

ASSISTIIT
10
SUrERIITEHIIENT ' -
s
NIGOTATIONS 1 rzescvcLl PEOSONNIL STAFF CONTRACT
PICCRIS APMINISTEATION PECTULT INT 2CMTLIISTPATION
CLEG. PRINCIPALS
’ . -
PECOLE TN
STATF EVALUATIN SCoIIHING
' LRRCCS, FoFs . )
- GENERAL STAFFIG ‘ .
rd
Personnel Services R
. . Figure 15.
T DI ICrIoR 1
54T 2R
1510091 :

CLINIC CCORCLATCR
; 1 ’
—1 P

P CISLEP
i
ECUCATIU L E0 AT LN
SUPPLAT CLINIC T L ITER ‘
, ,
; . 7 —;
) CLINIC STLFF . CLEAE LIRS PLISARILITIES
. - ) TEC TS
. | | | < ! S
(s RTTTRE o3 CoopIinNg? CoN DIIATSN (S T EAAR et ATTT 0D :
N SFEECH, MIN T §ILIRL SIRVICE GUIDNCE SUTErVI3Ne £l ZTiT SurIeVIaCt PIYCLOSISTS
. J7ie e ) .
tolanl” et Lo Ll o SorPA 1 e mtee”
l N ' Lo |
| | | ,' B s
SPIECH, 1IN STTlAL 2ogulds.lZ s v tdse | Y ATTI O0LCZ CUSUS ,
CLIICS .3 YCrLRS COUELCRS LT Rt f TEAC.IRS : l
;- ;
] .
Fetu ' 1000 o
IFIL . .
. | S \ ¢
% a07E, PZPSTAL CL ASSIN.ED TO A SCHOQL ! . .
ARE ALSN OI¥=CTLY FISPCUGIBLE COisSuLTS
PEYIATALST :
MCUP0LOGIST

70 T™E BUILDIL W P-Ilmtl#&. -y
122
Pupil Personnel Services

ERIC

v




Figure 16.
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A review of the foregoing tables indicates the limits to which the district
has gone to decentralize its operation and assign specific areas of function and

responsibility to individual administrators. Notice, for instance, how in

f‘igure 13 the entire instructional program of the district, in regular and special

program areas, has been broken up into discrete parts with a single individual

i

in charge of each. It should be stated that the new organization was designed, ‘

at least in part, to satisfy a need for greater accountability. It also provided

the framework for making the evaluation model operational.
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14

Within the prior organizational structure there did not exist any Evalua-
tion Department. Most of what passed for evaluation or research was‘directed’
by the Director of Pupil Personnel Services. This office basically dire\écted a
district-wicie testing program, and Qrepared statistical reports.

In order to coordinate the district-wide evaluation model and direct the
newly developed decentralized organizational structure a Depéﬁment of Evaluation

was developed. Basically the following organizational structure was adopted

"~and approved by the Superintendent and Board of Education.

Pigurg: 17.

ll Superintendent -

| | % —

‘ Evaluation | Director of Assistant SUpt'i
i Team T - | Evaluation Instruction |

7 !

! 1 Full time j
.__S_ggﬁta_rv_!
1

‘2 Part time |

"

‘ [ Special Services Unit |

| .
| Data Processing Mgr.| | Research ~ Evaluation i | Public Info.
] o . . Statistician; |Specialist

t Data Processing Asst.!

Table of Organization for Evaluation Services

The Evaluation Model had to be implemented - as it had been designed -
in the following context: No new professional positions were to be created for

the purpose of Evaluation. The Evaluation Program would have to be conducted




by members of the existing professional staff assisted by‘clegical personnel who
were being made available. This was not conc;ived to be an imposition of
additional work for existing staff; rather it was a reorganization of function

which would thereafter undertake any formal evaluation.
|

The direction of the evaluation, however, would be assumed by the
Director of Pupil Personnel Services. The other department would join in the
effort ;\ principally with those of Instruction, Data Processing and Public Informa-
tion to carry on the various aspects ‘of the Evaluation Model.

Additional clerical staff would be added to handle the necessary record

keeping, tabulation and reporting of data collected in \'C:;onnection with this work
‘\

\
and funds in the amount of $40,000 would be reallocated"w(ithin the district's

operating budget to support those activities.

Information would be collected by the Bvaluation Dep;artment stating all
the following persons (a job description of each member of the department is
supplied).

1. Director of Evaluation (also Director of Pupil Personnel Services

and head of Evaluation Team)
Evaluator-Statistician
Program Evaluation Super{risor (also Assistant Superintendent for

Instruction)

Research Psycholo\gist
1
|

N

Graduate Intern
Public Information Specialist

Their function as a department is as follows:

AN

225
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1. To descriBe and evaluate the effectiveness of selected educational

) _ programs funded from local, state, and federal sources and adminis- R
te_red’by the school district.

2. To provide infdrmation on the dverall performance of schools in

relation.to systemwide objectives.

: 3‘. To cieéign and manage the systematic collection, storage, retrieval,

ar;d dissemination of data.

4. To maintain and disseminate information on exemplary and innovative

\practices in education. |

‘ ‘5. XTo pr,ovicie consulting services in research, assessment, and evalua-
tion for teachers, principals, project directors, and central office
jpdministrators.

6. rTo promote and encourage the use of the assessment, research, and
evaluation capabilities of the district.

7. To provide at the direction of the‘director such information as is deemed
necessary to conduct formative or summative evaluation of any program
within the system.

The Evaluation Team consists of the Director of Pupil Personnel Services,
the Assistant Superin{endent for Inst;uction, an Elementary Principal with some
background in curriculum development, a secondary school Department Chairrr;an
V\(ith a strength in Research and Statistics, and a central administrator with a
\ background in Special Education.

3
i

\ The descriptions of the roles of these individuals as members of the

Evaluation department are as follows:
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JOB DESCRIPTIONS

Position Title: Director of Evaluation

Responsible to: Superintendent of Schools

Primary \Functions: ,

b \
The Director of Evaluation shall be responsible for all matters relating to

evaluation in the New Rochelle Public Schouls. He shall serve as é&e leader of the
i \ ..

evaluation department.

Major Responsibilities:

1. Promotes and encourages the use of evaluation in education programs
2. Controls the operation of the evaluation department

3. Coordinates activities of the evaluation department with ouier informa-
tion gathering services used by the school system

4. Provides training in evaluation to evaluation department staff members
and the use of evaluation information'to other members of the school

system staff
5. Serves in other areas as directed by the Superintendent

Illustration of Key Duties:
1. Fécilitati,ng;the use of evaluation in educational programs

a. Identifying degision makers to be served and projécting
decision situations to be served by evaluation

b. Inviting various personnel to participate actively} in evaluation
to the degree specified in policies for evaluation

c. Establishing rapport with participants in programs to be
evaluated

d. Identifying and stating the purposes for evaluation in specified
programs

e. Preparing and distributing information about the operation-and
capabilities of the evaluation department

f. Working with other administrators to identify and disseminate
the capabilities of MYVation for serving the school personnel
- and the community
ERIC
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g. Searching for new areas of the educational program for which
evaluation would be uséful and identifying sources of financial
and human resourc@e fqr expanding the evaluation program,

2. Controlling the operations of the evaluation department

3.

4.

5.

a. Assigning evaluation tasks to department personnel
b. Reviewing designs, instruments, and reports

c. Reviewing staff and resource requirements and projecting those
requirements into the future in order to plan and budget for
evaluation activities '

#. Working with administrators to write evaluation selections of
proposals

e. Approving evaluation activities contracted with other agencies

£, 'Arranging for internal evaluation of departm'ent activities and
evaluation personnel

Coordinating evaluation services

a. Coor‘ciinating evaluation activities within the evaluation depart-
ment and other departments -

b. Working cooperatively with other administrators responsible
for information gathering to insure compatibility of,information
forms and data handling procedures

Providing training

a. Arranging and supervising training of evaluation department
personnel

b. Arranging for inservice training of professional staff members
in conducting individual evaluation activities ‘

c. Providing inservice education programs and conducting workshops
to enable decision makers to use evaluation findings as the
basis for decision making

d. Identifying further areas of training in evaluation needed by
professional personnel (such as training in program evaluation
and review techniques for propos. - writers), and arranging for
such training programs.

Serve in other areas asﬂr&ted by the Superintendent
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JPosition Title: Supervisor of Research Services (Evaluator-Statistician)

. . Responsible to: ‘Director of Evaluation

Primary Functions:

A

To administer the institutional research activities of the department
To administer the information systems program for the department

To provide relevant information to program developers to assist in
;he‘planning process

4, To promote the use of research information

I1lustration of Key Duties:

1. To administer the institutional research activities of the department

a. Supervise the long- and short-range planning activities for
research services

b. Supervise and manage the steps involved in planning and
conducting a research study, i.e., problem identification,
research design formulation, data collection, analysis
methodology, and information reporting

Supervise and evaluate staff assigned to the researchi unit
Plan and administer the fiscal resources for research services

Cooperate with the department director and other unit super-
visors to coordinate the work performed by the department

f. Assist the Director in the formulation of policies and procedures
governing the operation of research services

To administer the information systems program for the department

a. Supervise the development and implementation of a data collec-
tion, storage and retrieval system for the department

In support of the evaluation division, design and implement
an information system which will report student progress toward
interim and final project objectives

o

Administer the needs assessment mechanism for the system,
e.g., student surveys, dropout study, fo}low-up study,
building profilﬁsﬁ-gnd educational audits, etc.
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3. To provide relevant information to program developers to assist in
the planning process ‘

a; Supervise the maintenance and development of the innovative
practices bank and department library

b. Supervise the review of programs, method and strategies
according to the criteria provided by the program developers

[ 4
c. Conduct reviews of the literature

d. Serve as resource person on matters related to decision making
‘ and planning strategies, i.e., Delphi Technique, PERT, and
advocate-team techniques

4, To promote the use of research information

a. Provide inservice for department and othér professional staff
members related to the design, collection, analysis, and
use of research information

b. Screen proposed research activity requests from exterpal
agencies

c. Serve as resource person for the district on matters pertaining

to research design -

d. Maintain liaison w}th other educational research institutions
and projects .

12
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Position Title: Supervisor of Program Evaluation (Assistant Superintendent
\ for Instruction)
Responsible to: Director of Evaluation (In Evaluation only)

Primary Functions:

iz

The Supervisor of Program Evaluation shall be responsibie for designing
and coordinating the implementation of designated evaluation activities. He shall

direct evaluation projects which fall into the purview of the program evaluation

. division.

Major Reﬁon sibilities:

1. Focusing on evaluation information to be provided

2. Designing information collection, organization, and analysis procedure\s’
3. Reporting evaluation information

4, Administrating designated evaluation services

Illustration of Key Duties:

1. Focusing on evaluation information to be provided

a. Working with administrators and the Director of Evaluation to
make explicit assumptions of the project to be evaluated and
to check the validity of those assumptions

* b. Restructuring objectives or information to be gathered into
measurable form and outlining variables and criteria for
measurement

c. Ide}ntifying additional information to be gathered and the time
by which that information must be provided to be useful

d. Working with administrators to identify audiences for evaluation
information and specifying means for previding appropriate
information to them at the time that information is needed

+ e. Summarizing policy considerations which will guide the operation
of evaluation activities

12
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2. Designing information collection, organization, and analysis pgocedures
a. Verifying sources of information to be gathered
b. In cooperation with other evaluation persoﬁnel, developing
specifications for evaluation instruments and selecting or

constructing appropriate instruments for data collection .

. , .
c. Defining procedures for ddministration (including sampling -
procedures to be employed and scheduling of information
L collection) '

d. Supervise the coding and organizing of gathered information

e. Selecting statistical or other ahalystical procedures for per- !
forming data analysis and designing a means for performing /

the analysis ,
/

f. Working cooperatively with other school personnel who provig!le
data processing services as needed to complete evaluation

c . . activities (

3. Reporting evaluation information

a. Determining audiences and estimated deadlines for evalpation
‘ reports

b. Specifying means for providing appropriate information and T .
format for evaluation reports

c. Scheduling reporting of information to professional and lay
audiences

d. Presenting evaluation information to professional and lay
' audiences

4. Administrating designated program evaluation services
a. Monitoring budgets and schedules of evaluation activities

b. Insuring the smooth flow of evaluation informaiion to identified
decision makers .

c. Maintaining smooth working relationships with persons providing
and obtaining evaluation :nformation and following accept
schocl system protocol

d. Supervise and evaluate staff assigned to unit

Ny
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4 Po;itién Title: ¢+ Supervisor of Assessment Servic‘e's ’(Re‘search Psychologist)
\ Responsible to: Director of Evaluation .
1 . —_
\ Primary Functions: . : : .

. . The’ Supervisor of Assessment shall be responsible for the deyelopment,

» i implementation, and supervision of the district's norm-referenced and criterion-
. 2 ]

’

referenced testing progrem.

N Major Responsibilities: g

1. Supervise the district's norm-referenced and criterjon-referenced

' testing program
s i
) \5

2. Identify, screen, and file available instruments !
. ) 3. Select and/or develop tests and other measurement instruments to be )
employed by the department P

o Illustration of Key Duties:

1. Supervise the district's norm-referenced and criterion-referenced
testing program

a. In coopéfation with the Director of Evaluation and other school
personnel, design and schedule the assessment program for
the schqol district

b. Provide inservice training in the aciministration, utilization,
", and interpretation of tegting instruments

c. Provide testing instruments to meet specialized needs of pro-
fessional personnel for individual or group diagnosis and
assessment

d. Provide for pilot testing of instruments before they are employed
in ongoing projects

e. Review the current literature on insjrumentation and keep the
staff abreast of .latest developments in the field

. f. Supervise and evaluate staff assigned to unit

o 123




2. ldentify, screen, and file instruments

a.

; _ 117,

S
13

Identify criteria for instrument selection and establish: pro-
cedures for screening instruments *
Provide for the procurement of appropriate quantities of tests
and testing materials to maet th€ needs of the system

Develop and maintain records of the use, strengths, and
weaknesses of available instruments

Create a complete file of commercially supplied and locally
constructed instruments and collect data on their applica-
bility to departmental efforts

3. Select and/ondevelop tests and other measurement instrumeats to
be employed by the department ‘ :

)mstruments

Select or create instruments needed for research and evalua-
tion activities

Write and/or :uperwse the wri.ing of acceptable items for

k

\J

Prepare and/or supervise the preparation of directions for -
administering and scoring 21l instruments

-~
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Position Title: Research Assistant (Graduate student)
Responsible To: Director of Evaluation (or his designé\é)\“‘\ ——
Primary Functions: ' (; ~

The research assistant shall be respb{sible for assisting in the data
. v"
collection, data processing', and reporting actiﬁdgs of the department

Major Responsibilities: .

' 1. Datg Collectio'n and instrument development
2. Data analysis and reporting -
3. Data processing functions
4, Other departmental activities

I1lustration of Key Duties: ' .

1. Data collecticn and instrument development

’

a. Collecting data as specified in research and evaluation designs

b. Provide assistance in selecting samples for studies and surveys

~

c. Provide assistance in implementing research and evaluation
-designs L

d. Assist in the development and field testing of instruments, i.e,
criterion-referenced tests and questionnaires

2. Data analysis and reporting

a.* Assist in plannirg research, evaluation or assessment project,
i.e., PERT, flow charting, task analysis

PRGN

b. Specify methods for collecting data

c. Determine format and code data in a form useful for analysis

purposes X
. /

d. Train paraprofeéssionals toc gather and organize data
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) e. Use analytical techniques and available hand and machine
* data processing devices to analyze information

f. Prepare graphs, charts and tables to illustrate technical

/ reports ¢
" g. Report writing

3. Data processing functions

a. Provide assistance in coordinating departmental activities
with data processing personnel - '

tz. Provide a format for coding data
\ ) C. . Interpret computer printouts.
4.” Assist in all p};asés of deparﬁnental activities
-Aa. Prepare reviews of literature

b. Keep abreast of developments in the field of research,
evaluation and assessment

E

126




Position Title: Public Information Specialist

Responsible to: Director of Evaluation (or his designee)

Primary Functions:

The Public Information Specialist is responsible for providing oral and

written dissemination of departmerftal reports to persons both within and outside’

-
-

the school system.

Major Responsibilities:

1. Disseminate information conéerning departmental activities to outside
groups through the use of written, oral, arnd visual commupication

2. Prepare reviews of litereture
3. Undertake other communication projects.as needed

Illustration of Key Duties: —

-

1. Prepari}lg departmental reports P /

i
a. Deviélop and disseminate clear and gemcise departmental
reports

Assist other departmental personnel in writing and editing
their manuscripts

Specify the audiences to receive departmerital reports based
upon information provided by .the director of evaluation

Provide abstracts of departmental reports for presentation
to specific groups :

Analyze the information requirements and reading leyels of
various audiences for evaluation reports

Prepare findings and recommendations in a vériet’y of interesting
and understandable forms, such as: written reports, video

tapes, wall charts, and overhead transparencies

Describe the effect of different media on the message to be
communicat-d

Obtain recipient's reactions to reports

I)P’
o §
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2. .Conduct.reviews of literature
a. Detgrmine specific areas of the topic to be covered .
b’ Icientify sources of litelraturé
c. Synthesize and write the review

d. Disseminate review to the appropriate audiences

3. Disseminate information about departmental activities
a., Design and write a periodic departmental newsletter

b. Promote better communidation and understanding between
outside audiences and the department

c. Develop and implement a system for continually informing
systefn personnel and the community about the work of the
department

d. ‘Prepare an annual report or; u’epartrhental ac;tivities, which
includes the goals, services, and overall activities -of-the .
evaluation depariment S '

' 4..\Undertake other. departmental projects K

a. Prepare articles for outside publications

\

ES

b. ,Provide technical communication assistance to other profes-
sionals within the system

’12 . } ) _
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CHAPTER VI .

EVALUATION IN-SERVICE

-

,Districi staff were involved in Evaluation In-Service programs designed
to acquaint them with the definition of evaluation and the rationale for an evalua-

tion program in the school district.

Participants in the Evaluation In-Service were made aware of the evalua~-
tion types and ;he relationship of these types to decision making.
- Specific areas covered in the in-servic‘e includéd:
1. The New Rochelle Model
2, Focusing the evaluation
3. Collection of information
4, Qrganization of information
5. Analysis of information
6. Re.porting of information
7. Administration of the evaluation
Participants were made aware of the interface relationship between
evaluation and decision‘making and were exposed to evaluation and decision-
maker respons'ibilities in the delineating, obtaining, and providing information
for context, input, process and product evaluations.
Participants were shown the relationship between decision making and
a‘ccountability. .
Also they were exposed to t.he methodology of evaluaticn‘ and tasks for:

1. Preparation of report\s

- oo

2, Analysis of data

429 ,. L
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3. Organizing data
4, Statement of evaluation policies
5. Statement\of-evaluation assumptions
6 Specification of deci‘sions
Audio-\Visual materials éeveloped for these in-service programs are to
be found listed in Appendix B and are available in'a supplement to this report.
A;dditional in-service materials used included prqgrammed test questions, developed

by staff, and are to be found in the following pages.
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IN-SERVICE MATERIALS

This section contains objective questions and keyed respc;nses to
questions relating to New Rochelle's Evaluation Model. These assisted the
workshop participants in determining whether they had achieved the obje?tives
for this training. ‘Each question appeared on a separate page in the training
sessions and was fqllowed on the subsequent rage by a presentation and discus-
sion of the correct and incorrect responses. In addition practical exercises were

presented. Inthe interest of conserving space these appear continuously below

and not on separate pages as in the training sessions\

Question 1.
Which of the following is the most unique characteristic of the CIPP

Model ?

a. R focuses on providing information for the major types of educational
decisions. | |

b. R considers the unmet needs of the school system.

c. I evaluates outcomes in terms of their behaviorally stated objectives.

d. T ém;')hasized the role of the evaluator as decision maker.

(After you have circled what you consider the correct response turn the page to

check your answer.)




Key for Question 1.

(Correct Response)

You should have circled "a"

The most unique characteristic of the CIPP Model L;’that vit focuses on

providing information for major types o. educational decisions."

This is correct because CIPP's main departure from classical evaluation

theory is to require that evaluation provide timely information for decision making.

(Incorrect Responses)
"h* i{s not the best response because it focuses on only one type of
information that is gathered throu.gh use of the CIPP Model.
we" is incorrect because it denotes the main feature of the Tylerian
approach, which does not focus on decision making.
d" is incorrect because CIPP distinguishes sharply between the roles

of evaluator and decision maker.

Which of the following is not a potential advantagg of equating evalua-
tion to measurement ?

a. In the measurement approach, evaluation reports are based upon
objective data.

b. Data obtained under measurement approach to evaluation usually

meet the assumptions required for interval and ordinal scales.
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c. Under the measurement approach, most variables of interest can be

considered in the evaluation.

d. The task of developing objective bases for judging program or pupil

performance is quite feasible.

|
Key for Question 2.

. : (Correct Response)

You should have.chosen "c"

It is not a main advantage of the measurement approach that most

variables of interest can be considered in the evaluation.

This is so because the measurement abproach directs educators to use
available tests that have been carefully validated. By following this advice the

evaluator cannot consider many variable for which tests have not been developed.

s

" (Incorrect Responses)

va" i{s an advantage of equating evaluation to measurement because the
measurement approach offers sound procedures for objectivity in administering
and scoring tests.

wp" is also an advantage because the measurement approach is based
on methods that strive toward meeting the requirements of ordinal and 1n§erval
"scales.

"d" is als,o an advantage because objective tests have been used widely

to provide information for judging both pupil and program performance.
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Question 3. o

)
Which of the following is a likely consequence of equating evaluation to

experimental design?

a. .Projects being evaluated will be modified. and refined frequently based
on continual feedback from the evaluation.
b. The evaluation will provide explicitly for the assessment of p}oject
* .
goals.
c. The evaluation will providé in depth a{se study findings concerning
the operation of a single project design.

d'. The evaluation will provide relatively inequivocal findings concerning

the relative performance of competing project designs.

Key to Question 3:

(Correct Response)

you should havec responded "d"

Experimental design is a direct approach to determine and cc;rﬁpare the

effects of alternative procedures.

(Incorrect. Responses)
"a" ijs incorrect because experimental design requires that treatments be

)
held constant during the period of the experiment and because experiments provide
findings only .at the end of the study. \

"h* i{s incorrect because experimental design does not provide for per-
-

forming needs assessment or in any other way judging goals.
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»e" s incorrect because experimental design focuses on more than one
treatment and assesses product as opposed to process.
P

Question 4 .‘

Which of the following beét illustrates the Siifﬂculties associated with
aquating evaluation to professional judgment ? )

a. In this approach e;raluators are not restricte& in the variables they
may consider %n assessing the merit of a program, and they may consider variables
for which no valid measuring devices exist.

b. This approagh provides only a flimsy data base for the professional
judgments that are rendered, and these are notoriously unreliable. S

— c. This approach lacks independence since the evaluators who make the

prbfessional judgments usually are the persons who are in charge of th;e programs
being evaluated. |

d. This approach is excessively expensive, in terms of both time and

moncy.

Key for Question 4.

(Correct Response)

You should have circled "b"

The Professional judgment approach to evaluation provides only a flimsy

data base for the professional judgments that are rendered and these are

notoriously unreliable.

This has been borne out in many studies of the interjudge reliability of

project review panels and doctoral examination committees.

135




129.

(Incorrect Responses)
nav {s incorrect ‘because not being restricted to variabies\for which
valid measures exist potentjally enhances the validity of the study, since all

relevant variables may be considered in arriving at judgments.

"~" {5 not correct because the prefessional judgment approach does
utili~e outside, independent judges.

»q" is not correct because the professional judgment approach actually
is cheaper and less time consuming than most other evaluation ap: aach.es.

\
Question 5.
Which c\f the following best characterizes the levels problem ?
a. Evaluators do not properly aggregata data gathered at a system's

micro level se that these same data can be applied to assist decision making

'
|
‘

at the macro level of the system. . | *

b. Evaluators do not determine what information is needed at each level
of the system before design;ng their data gathering and analysis activities.

c. Evaluators dc nct control their evatdation reports for appropriate
levels of readability.

d. . Evaluators do not properly disaggregate data gathered at a system's

° macro level sc that these same data can be used to answer specific questions
A

at micro levels of the system.

Y

o

ap
G
]
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Key for Question 5.

.

(Correct Respons e)

is needed at each level of the system before designing their data gathering and

evaluations designed\\to serve one level/likely will not meet the needs of other

You should have responded "b" ' o

The levels problem is that evaldators do not determine what information

L

analysis activities.

. Since information re,quirementst \}ary significantly across system levels,

.

levels. -

(Incorrect Responses)™
na" is not correct because it assumes incorrectly that data gathered to
serve the needs of the micro lewvel of a system, is properly aggregated, will be

sufficient to serve the needs of higher levels of the system.

nc" is incorrect because it denotes a different problem from what has

—_ yermed the levels program.
//4 s .

nd» {s incorrect for two reasons. It assumes incorrectly that data
gathered to serve one level of questions can be disaggregated tc serve more
specific questions. It also assumes incorrectly that the information requirements

of a macro level encompass those of lower levels of the system.
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Question 6. ' -

Which of the following best represents the CIPP conception of th‘e evalua-
tion process ? 3 ) \

a. .Determine the operationally defined objectives, c_;ather relevant
outcome data, and compare outcomes with objectives .

b. Determine the questions to be anlswer_ed, obtain relevant 1nfo§mation,
process and interpret the information, and pravide feedback.

c. Describe %e antecedents, monitor the tmnsa&ions, measure the
outcomes, and interpret the full set of information. )

d. Focus the study, obtain appropriate information, -aluate the informa-

tion, and select the best action alternatives.

2 ~
: —

Key for Question 6.

(Correct Response)

You should have answered "b"

The main steps in the CIPP-defined evaluation process are delineating,

obtaining, and providing information.

These steps are best illustrated by the activities identified in "b".

Lo X

(Incorrect Responses)

"a" 1s not correct because it illustrates the process that is recommendéd
in the Tylerian approach.
"c" Is not correct because it illustrates not CIPP, but some of the steps

!
that are recommended by Stake in his Countenance Model.
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*d" is not correct because it emphasizes Scriven's point that eva%ators

should decide what actions should be taken based on their evaluations.

Question 7.

Using the CIPP criteria cited for judging the worth of an evaluation study,
-
which of the following statements best descrikes an adequate-evaluation study ?
a. It provides data which are unequivocal and winich possess a high
‘ #

degree of generalizability.

b. It is generalizable to a specified set of conditions and a specified

¢
i

population of subjects.
c. It provides a relevant rationale for action ciioices which is timely,
defensible, and efficient.
d. R provides information which is free from effects due to history,
maturation of subjects, instrumentation, laboratory arrangements, and initialr

differences between comparison groups.

Key for Question 7.

(Correct Response)

#
You should have answered "c"

According to CIPP an adequate evaluation study should provide a rele-

vant rationale for action choices which is timely, defensible, and efficient.

This is the best response because it denotes the need for sound evalua-
tion studies to provide information that 1s technically adequate, useful and cost

effective. These are the three main standards that CIPP prescribes for sound

evaluation designs and reports.

129 i
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(Incorrect Responses)
“a" §s not correct because it is incomplete. [ requires that evaluations
be technically adequate but does n.t mention utility and cost/effectiveness.
"b"' is incorrect because it is also incomplete. It requires only that
evaluations be externally valid. It does not mention internal validi;.y, utility
;)r cost/effe/ctiveness.
‘_«"d v is incorrect because it deals only with the internal validity portion

4

of technical adequacy, and does not mention utility and cost/effectiveness.
. 7~

¢
¢

/

¢
Qﬁestion 8.

According to the PDK book, ciecisions which specify procedure, personnel,
facilities, budget, and time requirements are:

a. plannirg decisions

b. structuring decisions

c. implementing decisions

d. recycling decisions

Key for Question 8.

(Correct Response)

You should have answered "o
\
Decisions which specify procedures, ‘personnel, facilities, budget,

and time requirements are structuring decisions.

This is consistent with the CIPP position that structuring decisions are
those that specify what procedural design should be implemented to achieve

given objectives.

/ 1.30

=2
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(Incorreet Responses)
"a" is not correct because planning decisions specify not designs but ,
objectives.

nc" is not correct because implementing decisions are those for carrying
out chosen procedural designs., .
nd" i{s not correct because recycling decisions are those based on the

results of trying a given design and ther deciding whetter, and if so how, to

contiruz2 using the design. ____

Question 9.

—

A decision which results in continuation of a project.beyond its initial
funding period is called a:
a. planning decision

b, recycling decision

%

\

c. continuation decision

by
BN , . s
d. implementing decision

Key for Question 9.

(Correct Response)

/ [

You should have answered "b"

Decisions which result in continuation {or termination) of projects

. A
beyond their initial funding periods in CIPP terminology are called recycling

decisions.
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(Incorrect Responses)
na" ig not correct because planning decisions are those that spell out
% thg initial objectives o‘f special proj'ects and not the decisions that determine
whether tc; terminate, modify, or qontinue the project after its implementation.

nev is incorrect, a "continuation decision” is not one of the CIPP terms.

nd" is not correct because implementing decisions do not determine

whether a profect will be phased out or repeated. Instead implementing deci-

sions concern how a project design is.to be carr.ed out.

4
Question 10. f
Aécording to CIPP evaluation theory, what kind of decision is designed
to answer any combination of the following questions: Should the project staff
be retrained ? Should ngw procedures be ins.tituted ? Shou}d the project schedule
be modified ?
a. structuring decision
/ b. planning decision
/ c. recycling decision

d. implementing decision

Key for Question 10. ‘ /

\

You sh\uld have answered "d"

(Correct Response)

Decisions that involve the retraining of project staff, the instituting

of new project procedures, and the modification of project schedules -

according to the CIPP Model are Implementing decisions.

)
El{lC 112 )




(Incorrect Responses)

"a" is not correct because structuring decisions specify initial project

designs, whereas implementing decisions concern how the designs should be

carried out.

"p" is incorrect because planning decisions spell out objectives and are

not directly concerned with what procedures will be used to achieve the objectives.
we" ig incorrect because recycling decisions concern whether a project
will be repeated and/or institutionalized, not how the project design is to be

operationalized.

Question 11.

l;ased on a study of student needs, a school board decides to assign its
highest priority to improving school services‘for children with learning disabili~
ties. This is a:

a. plannning decision

b. structuring decision

c. implementing decision

d. recycling decision

Key for Question 11.

(Correct Response)

You should have answered "a"

Decisions that determine y. 3]s, objectives, priorities, ends, etc.

are planning decisions.
‘3
Ideally, planning decisions are based on context evaluations that

reveal important needs.




(Incorrect Responses)
"b" is not Sorrect because structuring decisions determine not what

objectives should be served but how given objectives should be achieved.

wc" is incorrect because implementing decisions concern how to carry

out a given project design to achieve given objectives.
vd" {s incorrect because recycling decisions concern not what objectives
should be pursued but whether a special project already instituted to achieve

given objectives should be cancelled or continued. ~

AN

N

Question 12. "

The board of education of a large city school district requests assistance
in determining the causes of the high dropout rate in their district. Select the
most apprépriate type of evaluation.

Context evaluation
Input evaluation
Process evaluation

Product evaluation

Key for Question 12.

(Correct Responses)

You should have answeraed "a"

Identifying nceds and diagnosing their underlving causes are main

functions of context evaluation.

Hence, context evaluaiion would be the appropriate way to determine

the causes of a district's high drop;uﬂt iate.

P, S
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(Incorrect Responses)
"b" {s incorrect because input evaluation assesses alternative responses
to problems once they have been determined through context evaluation.

ncv is not correct because process evaluation assesses the implementa—

tion of a given strategy (identified through input evaluation) for solving given

~
Y

problems (diagnosed through context evaluation).
ud™ is not correct because product evaluation assesses the results of a

process that has been designed to solve certain problems. Hen_ce, product

evaluation in this case would assess the results of a special effort to reduce

the dropout rate.

Question 13.-

A schooi superintendent requests help in finding out whether a new
language laboratory is being used in accordance with the specifications for its
use. Which type of evaluation best responds to the superintendent's requests ?

a. Context evaluation

b. Input evaluation

c. Process evaluation

d. Product evaluation

’
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“Key for Question 13.

\ (Corréct Response)

You should have responded "c"
"

Process evaluatio% assess the extent to which designs actually are
/

being cgrried out.

In this case process evaluation would assist the superinterident to
identh any discrepancies betwegn his district's actual and planned use of the

language laboratory.

(ﬂlCoxrec;t Re\§ponses)
"a" is not correct because a 'conté'xf e.valuation fundamentally is concerned
_with student needs and not one particular response, such as a language laboratory.
| »b* is incorrect because input evaluation assesses alternative procedural
designs for serving given objectives, input evaluations do not assess the ongoing
operation of a chosen procedural design.
. wd" is not correct because product evaluations monitor results not proce-

\\

dures. : .

Question 14.

Given the following situation: A curriculum committee wishes to determine
‘whether a special tutorial project is aiding as intended in the reduction of the
school's dropout rate. Select the most appropriate type of evaluation.

N a. Context evaluation

b. Input evaluation




c. Process evaluation

d. Product evaluation

Key to Question 14.

(Correct Response)

~
You should have responded "d"

Product evaluations describe and judge project outcomes.

-

Thus, determining whether a tutorial project is aiding in ;‘educing a

school's dropout problem calls for a product evaluation.

(Incorrect Responses)
LN
"a" i{s incorrect because context evaluations focus on system needs,
problems and opportunities as opposed to the attainments of special projects.
"b* ig not correct because-input evaluations assess procedural plans as
opposed to project results.

men is incorrect because process evaluations assess whether designs

are being implemented as opposed to what results are being achieved,

Question 15. . t

A school curriculum committee identifies and assesses the relative merits
of several available curricula for high school physics. What type of evaluation
is involved?

a. Contéxt evaluation

b. Input evaluation
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c. Process evaluation

d. Product evaluation

Key for Question 15.

(Correct Response)

You should have responded “b"

Input evaluations identify and assess the relative merits of competing

strateqies and designs.

Thus, an input evaluation would be involved in identifying and assess-

ing alternative curricula for high school physics.

(Incorrect Responses)

"a" is not correct because context evaluations assess system needs,
problems, and opportunities as opposed to assessing alterative stratégies and
designs for responding to targeted needs, problems, and opportunities.

nc" {s incorrect because process evaluation describes and judges the
implementatior?of a given design as opposed to assisting in its initial selection.

"d" is incorrect because prodﬁct evaluation does not assist in choosing
a procedural lesign, but assesses its results once it has been chosen and imple-
mented . '

< .

Question 16. <

The two uses of the CIPP Model are (1) for decision making and (2) for

-

acco'intability. Which of the following statements illustrates its use for account-

¢ ability ? 118
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a. The model provides information on the needs, problems, and oppor-
tunities of a systeni from which goals and objectives can be derived.
b. The model provides & record of the objectives chosen and the bases

for their choice.

v

c. The model provides information on whether to terminate, continue,

or modify a program. ]

-

d. The model provides for th& monitoring to project activities so the-

program can be improved as it is implemented.

Key for Question 16. N

%

(Correct Response)

You should have responded "b" ' 1

Accountability is the ability to describe and defend past decisions and

~

actions.

Hence, providing a record of what objectives were chosen, which were

; i
&
réjected and why is a usge of context evaluation to serve accountability.

(Incorrect Responses)
na" {s incorrect because it denotes not an instance of accountability but
a use of context evaluation to assist in choosing objectives. .“

[}
nev is incorrect because it denotes a use of product evaluation to serve

x,
a recycling decision as opposed to serving an accountability need. N
nd" is not correct because it denotes a use of process evaluation to

assist in implementing a design instead of to assist in retrospectively describing.

and judging the completed process.
119




Exercise'l. . Lo

The CIPP conceptualization of evaluation identified four types of evaluation

and four types of decisions. B=low is a brief description of a hypothetical project.

- Analyze this example to identify what instances of context, input, process, and

[} &

product evaluation are involved in supporting instances of planning, structuring,

implementing, and recycling decisions. Record your answers on the following

4.
response sheets.

A school district obtained funds to upgrade the teaching of ’
instrumental music for disadvantaged children.

It had been ascertained that poor children rarely received oppor-
tunities to develop their musical interests and abilities. This led
to a decision to improve the music education opportunities available
to these children. Further assessment revealed that tne district was
especially weak in the area of instrumental music offerings, so the
district officials decided to concentrate on improving their instru-
mental music offerings for disadvantaged students.

oA decision making committee was formed and charged to develop
a propo3sal for external funding of an instrumental music project. v
They identified (and employed external consultants to judge) several
possible strategies for improving th= district's instrumental music
offerings for the disadvantaged. Finally they decided (and got funds
for) a glan to buy musical instruments for ust by poor children, to
employ five new instrumental music teachers, and institute a volun-
teer program for talented musicians in the community to assist in the
program., . ' ’

In carrying through the program, it was decided that only four
new music teachers would be hired, and that the additional money
would be used to buy more instruments. This decision was served
by evaluation that indicated that fQur new teaciers wc '1d handle the
teaching but that insufficient money was available to buy all the
needed insttuments.

, . At the end of the project, evaluation indicated that the project
s e had effectively served the instrumenta! music needs of disadvantaged
{ ~ 4 children. The djstrict board therefore appropriated regular funds to
oo ™ institutionalize the project.

+

2

1

0
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Key for Exercise 1.

Responses tb&xercise 1 should include the following:

a. Context evaluation was involved in determining that poor children

rarely1 received opportunities to develop their musical interests and abilities.
More context evaluation was involved in discovering that the district was

especially weak in the area of instrumental musjc offerings.

L,
b. Planning decisions were involved fifst in deciding to improve music

education opportunities available to poor children and sacond in deciding to

-

concentrate on improving the instrumental music offerings.

c. .Input evaluation was involved in identifying and assessing several

& z

possible strategies for improving the district's instrumental music offerings

for the disadvantaged.

d. Structuring decisidns were 't.'nosé that determined that instruments

.

would be purchased, five teachers would be hired,"a ¥olunteer program would

‘be instituted, and sufficient funds would be provided to carry out these activi-

ties.

e. Process evaluation was involved in determining that four instead of

five new teachers could carry out the project and that more money than origin-

Al

ally allocated was needed to purchase instruments.

f. Implementing decisions were involved in deciding that only four new

music teachers would be hired, and that the se\{wngs would be used to buy more

%

instruments.

g. Product evaluation indicated that the project had effectively served

the instrumental mysié needs of disadvantaged children.

—
j?L\.’

5
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h. A recycling decision was involved in the board's decision to appro-

priate regular funds for institutionali‘zin&_;'the projegct.

Exercise 2.

Assume that you direct an evaluation serviée agency which conducts

- . d \} :

evaluations based. or{ the CIPP Model. Develop a brief evaluaticn proposal in

response to the following letter.

\ -
Jack and Jaqueline Justice Family Foundation

112 12th Street
Waverly, .Iowa

Dear Mr. McJudge: .

Presently, Justice Family Foundation is implementing a three-
phased program to acsist private or independent colleges in our
region. The program primarily attempts to assist colleges. in the
field of improving tHeir enrollment and retention rate, the efficiency
of the teaching-leaming process, and the exploitation of an unfami-
liar area to most colleges at this time deferred giving. It is assumed °
that the Foundation will designate several million dollars to partici-
pant colleges to apply scme of the innovative programs to their own
situations for the specific reasons of increasing college revenue,
decreasing the rate of expenditure, increa sing and maintaining the
quality of the educationat product.

Given tnis brief summary of the Foundations' program, ‘I would
like to indicate to.you that we are deepiy interested in developing * .
an evaluation program that will tell us,rather precisely, how effec-
tive our grants have been. If you feel that your center could ®e of i .
some service, I would encourage ycu to explain your ideas and out- ‘
line a specific proposal to the Foundation as to how you might tackle
this very challenging problem-opportunity. :

%cy for Exercise 2:

Responses to exercise 2 should present and develop the following points:

a. Tne approach we recommend serves both decision making and account-

ability,
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b. The approach called CIPP includes four kinds of evaluation.

\~—
c. The CIPP model should be described.
N d. Ilustrations should be provided concerning how the CIPP Model
“applies to the request for assistance.
‘ .y

e. Specific suggestions should be given concerning how your service

agency would respond to the request for service.

1
’ / i
-




CHAPTER VII

LY

IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW ROCHELLE EVALUATION MdDEL

During{April of 1374, school districts throughout New-\fork State we'te
informed of amendments to the Regulations of the Commissioner of Education as
well as changes in fmanmai apportionment provisions of Chapter 241, These
changes were effective August 26 1974. - N\

Chapter é’4l of the Laws of 1374 of New York State p?oyides for aid to
elementary and secondary education for 1974-75. This legislation‘contains

) &

_departures from previoﬁs aid legislation which has significant impa‘ct on the

.act1v1t1es of local school d1str1cts Among the most notable departures included

‘
P

is one which provides for add1t10nal weighting of aid for puplls w1.th special '

L

education needs. These are pupits who have scored on the most recent‘ anproyed
achievement test two grade levels or more below th‘e norm for the grade level in
“Which such pi;nils are enrolled, in reading or maihematics, or, with respect to
pupils in grades two and below, yvhose most recent. acceptable readiness or
other test soores predict a serious deficiency in reading or mathematics by the
time such. pupils have entered grade three. “ |
The regulations of the Commissioner of Education indicated that each
school distrtct which receives an apporticnmert for pupils with special educa-
tional needs shall continue and/or develop educationally advantageous programs .
These instructional programs should include:
1. Specific pupil learning objectives to provide significant improvement

of 'pupil educational deficiencies;
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2. Activities and services which are cléarly designed to achieve pupil
learning objectives in an efficient manner;

3. Expenditures which are directly related to such activities and services.

Each school d}strict that received an additional apportionment of state aid

fo; pupils with special educational needs was required to prepare and submit to

the Commissioner acceptable plans describing the use of such apportionment.
Such district pfan was required to have an evaluation including, but not limited
to, the following: ‘ -
a. number and grade; span of pupils served by planned activities;
b, | priority needs, and the method by which such needs were
identified;
c. program objectives;
d. des‘criptions of program activities; and
e. the method to evaluate the extent to which the objectives of
the programs have been échieved .

»The, Superintendent of Schools and his Cabinet saw this as an opportunity

to implement the New Rochelle Evaluation Model we had developed. We did so
in the following sequence;:
Step 1 - Appoint District Evaluation Team to this program.
- Evaluation Team
Name Titie
*Seymour Samuels Director of Pupil Perscnnel Services
Richard Olcott . Asst. Supt., Instruction
LaRuth Cray Dept. Chairman - English
Dr. Laura larkum District Evaluator - Research
Joseph Isidori Coordinator - Language Development
. Ruth Geldon . Administrator - Funded Programs

*Leader VA it
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Step 2 - Inform District Evaluation Team of needed evaluation of programs

and services for pupils with special needs.

Step 3 - Outline Duties of District Evaluation Team

a.

1.

Provide overall guidance for the evaluation including operations,
direction, information, materials, data processing, statistical
analysis and personnel.

Provide guidance and support to the Program Staff in their role
of receiving and providing useful information for making dec.sions.
Identify decision points in the entire evaluation process.
Establish and maintain an apparatus whereby staff may f9rmulate
standards (what is expected).

Insure the adequacy of standards.

Communicate statement of standards to staff.

Design a method of obtaining program-performance information.
Report standards vs. discrepancy.

Identify decision points in the problem .solving process.

Locate information as to cause of program deficiency.

Identify decision points in choosing criteria to be used for

selecting possible and best corrective alternatives.

Locate and synthesize information as requested.

Step 4 - District Evaluation Team in conjunction with Supscintendent and

Assistant Superintendent for Instruction choose Program Staff.

.o
TRV
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Step 5 - Appoint Program Staff

Name Title District-Wide Service
J. Quick Principal Math Elementary
J. Pozzi Principal language Arts Elementary
R. Byrnes* Principal District-Wide Service
L. Lyman Principal Alternative Programs
I. Konoshima Principal Secondary Curriculum
H. Grossman Dept. Chairman Math

. Dr. S. Warshaw Psychologist Special Programs -
N. Philips Teacher Math
R. Jacobs Teacher Language Arts

*Leader

Step 6 - Outline Duties of Program Staff
a. Identify standards.
b. Find ways in which to work with staff to reformulate standards
if nece'ssalry. |
c. Find ways to resolve differences.
d. Identify information available or attainable in order to compare
actual performance with what is expected (standard).
e. Provide to Evaluation Staff information descriptive of program
periormance.
£. Choose between alternatives when there are discrepancies
between performance and standards.
g. Follow through to implement alternatives.
h. Maintain liaison with evaluation staff to receive and provide
useful information necessary for decision making.
Step 7 - A meeting was held with the Program Staff and the District

Evaluation Team in order to determine the scope and areas of evaluation neces-

sary. The information available indicated that the proposed evaluation should

I
S7
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be both micro- and macro-analytic. Through other channels, information was

either not available or not in a retrievable form to assist in decision-making

regarding programs for pupils with special needs.

Step 8 - The Evaluation Team and Prograrq Staff predicted the decisions

made. The decisions to be .made were further delineated

through proposed questions.

a. Planning Decisions

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

How well are we doing in our pl_'o&_;rams for pupils with

special needs ?

What problems exist? ’ K

what unmet needs exist-for these pupils?

What improvement-oriented objectives should be developed
to meet identified needs ?

What objectives wili receive support of the school and

community ?

Which cbjectives are most feasible to achieve?

b. Structuring Decisions

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

Can we modify existing programs for pupils with special

needs ?

What alternative programs could we use?

What progri:-xms are feasible and likely to succeed ?
How should they be organized and staffed ?

What programs already exist with relevance for meeting

previously established objectives?

What programs sl'&)p_l be selected ?

L
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c. Implementing Decisions

1)

2)
3)

4)

5)

Is anything going wrong in programs for pupils with sbecial
needs?

Are the programs on schedule ?

Does the staff need training ?

Are the facilities and materials being used adequately and
appropriately ?

\

+
What major frocedural barriers need to be overcome in the
i/

_operation of the present programs ?

d. Recycling Decisions . )

1)

2)

3)

How well will our programs for pupils with special needs
work ?
Are our objectives being achieved ?

To what extent were the needs of pupils with special needs

met as a result of our efforts and programs ?

4) Should we continue, modify, or drop a proyrain ?

Step 9 - In order to answer these questions and judge decision alternatives,

the four types of evaluation (CIPP) were outlined. Information requirements and

activities were developed.

Decision Evaluation Information Requirements - Activities

Planning Context Analysis of existing objectives, scores,

staff and community concerns. Discrepancy
between system goals and system per-
formance. Diagnoses of problems which
account for discrepancy. Meetings, surveys,
system analysis, schodl profile ; review of
hr_l terature, and consultants.

D




Decision

"Evaluation

liformation Requirements - Activities

Structuring

Implementing

Recycling

Input

Process

Product

activities.
tionship between program and results.
Successes of students with special needs -
Pre- Post-test Iowa Test of Basic Skills.

Analysis of existing programs and resources.
Identification of successful outside programs
and materials. Information from literature
on strengths and weaknesses of programs.
Statements from experts.
data. Evaluation and Program Staff judgment,
and visitations to other programs.

Comparative cost

Discrepancy evaluation by Evaluation and
Program Staff re: staff support, conflicts
in organization, budgets,. schedules,
strengths and weaknesses of materials,
misunderstanding of purposes, training for
personnel. Reports, observation and judg-
ment of Evaluation and Program Staff.

Performance in'relation to expected outcomes
and objectives. Cost and benefit of program

Inference about the causal rela-

This evaluation will serve both proactive support for decision making and

retroactive support for accountability.

Context Input Prccess Product
Solution
Decision Objectives strategy Implementation Termination
Making . Continuation
Procedural Modification
design Installation
Record of Record of Record of the Record of
objectives strategy and | actual process attainments
Accountability and bascs for | design and and recycling
their choice reasons for decisions

their choice
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The following matrix serves to summarize the evaluation of programs and

activities for pupils with special needs.
< ¢

Data Requirements Evaluation Types
for Accountability Context Input Process Product

What objectives were chosen ? X
Y Why ? X
Were they adopted
Were they achieved ?
What designs were chosen?
Why ? X
Were they implemented? X
- What were :cheir effects ? X

xx X

1
Step 10 - Forms were developed to delineate and obtain information.
These include the School Profile, testing p‘rog'r_am' and others. Samples are in
the appendix.

Step _1_} - The foregoing ten {10) steps serve as the process whereby the

New Rochelle Evaluation Model was implemented to delineate, obtain, and

provide uscful iniormation for judging decisic . alternatives regard.. j programs
for pupils with special needs. It is expected that this evaluation plan is both
formative and summative. The process will continue during the 1974~75 school
year.

The same procedures used to implement the New Rochelle Evaluation Model,

in the evaluation of district-wide programs for students with special needs, was

"followed in the evaluation of two programs at the building level.

Hillcrest Elementary School - Spring Valley

The staff of the Hillcrest Elementary School was provided with in-service

training in the philosophy and metnods of the New Rochelle Evaluation Model.

rd 4
401
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The }raditional organizational structure of the school was redesigned to include
~an Evaluation Team and a Proémm Staff Team, as in Figure 18 (see page 156).
V. v '
The need for evaluation originated with the teaching staff. The teachers
voiced conéern about needed decisions regarding the school's K-6 reading

program. The teachers needed more information on (a) the difficulty of the mate-

rials as they related to the abilities of the students; (b) the reasons for the

decline of New York State reading scores; "(c) the reasons for the discrepancy
between math and reading scores; and (d) discrepancy between actual reading
performénce and expected performance. Requirements and objectives have been
given to bc;th the Evaluation and Program §taff. A calendar of activities has
bee.n developed for the completion of the evaluation during‘the' 1974-75 school_

3 &

year.

Pennington Elementary School - Mount Vernon

LS

The staff of the Pennington Elementary School was ’provided with in-

service training 1n the philosophy and methods of }he New Rochelle Evaluation

i
Model. The traditional role of staff in the school was expanded to include staff
that would serve as the Pennington School Evaluation Team and Program Staff.

The need for evaluation originated with the grade teachers and the reme-
dial ;eading teacher. Both had expressed dissatisfaction with the presently used
Ginn 360 Primary Basal Reading Program. Decisions had to be made regarding

' the continuation, modification or replacement of this program. It was realized
that there was not enough useful \nformation to assist in appropriate decisions.

Preliminagy‘xﬂiscussion also indicated that little was known of why this program

was chosen and what needs it hoped to meet. Teachers indicated that they were

i

b




Figure 18.

HILLCREST ELEMENTARY SCHOOL

Evaluation Staff Team

OwO».ZHN?EOZbﬁ CHART
June 1974

Principal
Dr. R. McMillen

\/

Asst. Principal

Program Staff Team - Principal

All Special Service and Ms. D. Gess *All Grace Cluster Leaders - Int. Teacher
Special Area Personnel and A.P. | . Reading .H.mmo:.mn
9 & H 4
Spccial Scrvice Spccial Arca 2 L.D. Cl. Rcading Kgn.Tcachcers
Personnel T:2achers G. Preus Tcacher *R., Weiner, Cl.1dr.
Psych. - I'. Nado At - J. Discuberg G. Cohen M. Lembaig R. Shanka

Specch - M. Kaplan
Rem.Sp. - C.llorowitz
Nurse - M. Suydam

d

Music - R. Pclictier
Gym - P. Mack

‘G. Jacob
Lib. - M. Blake

-

15t Gr. Teachers

S.Klcin
R. Gottlieb
*J.Cagin, Cl.1dr.

3

4
L.

2nd Gr. Teachers

*F  Garbatow, Cl.Ldr|

R. Zirkel
H .m.m::mamq

3rd Gr. Teachers

*M . Rotbert, Cl.Ldr.

T. Ouenthal
R. Harwocd _

4th Gr. Teachers
*M. Kolk, Cl.ldr.
E.Kanterman
M. Starr*

Sth Gr. Teachers

*W. Bradl, Cl. Ldr.

" W. Grassberger
Y. Greene

6th Gr. Teachers
N. Chambers

*J. Raba, Cl.1dr.
N. Mokrynka
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going to switch to the Keys to Reading Proiam prior to the in-service program on

evaluation. During the in-service progra the staff indicated their desire for

a complete evaluation, using the New Rochelle Model, in order to judge decision

alternatives.

e

The Program Staff appointed included: two first grade teachers, school

/ nurse, remedial reading teacher, and a parent volunteer.

The Evaluation Team appointed included Assistant éuperinfendent for
Instructibn, Director of Reading, Title I Administrator, and the school psycholo-
gist. -

Requirements and obje;:tives have been designed for both Prggram Staff

and Evaluation Team A calendar of activities has been developed for the comple~-

tion of the evaluation dyring the 1974-75 schcol year.

SUMMARY

The New Rochelle Evaluaiign Model has been implemented on a district-
wide level in the City School District of New Rochelle, and on a building level
in the Hillcrest Elementary School, Spring Valley, and the Pennington Eiementary
§chool, Mount Vernon. The district-wide evaluation focused on all programs for F
students with special needs, while the building level evaluation focused on /
/
reading programs. The formative and summative evaluations will be completed

during the 1974-75 school year. All three evaluations should provide data

(information) in order to answer the tollowing questions.

1. What objectives were chosen? Why? Were they adopted ?

Were they achieved ?

Y
D)

.
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‘ -
2. What designs were chosen?' Why ? “Were they implemented ?

—

Wwhat were their effects ?

This information will assist in mone effective educational decisions.




CHAPTER VIII

/

EVALUATION OF PRACTICUM - <

-

The evaluation of this practicum was based on the ability of significant

school district staff to perceive whether or not the practicum barticipants were

able to complete successfully the activities that were necessary to implement

>

the New Rochelle Evaluation Model. .

A behavioral questionnaire was developed and distributed to significant

staff. The results of this questionnaire are on the following pages. Although"

there are some slight differences in perceptions of the degree of implementation,
there was ccnsistency in the perceptions that 'the practicum partir*.ipants.
completed the activities necessary to develop and implement our evaluation

model.
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. EVALUATION REPORT

Implementation of a District-Wide Evaluatiorn Mode!

Please indicate the degree to which the New Rochelle Nova Practicum
Participants carried out the tasks or activities they proposed. Your indications
should be determined thru interface contact as well as your reading of their

papers and participation in their training sessions.

. Degree of
— Implementation
Activity Very | Moderately | Not
N Observable | Observable | Observable
Determined need for Evaluation Model / \:

Investigated Evaluation Models

/
Qescribéd Evaluation Models v

Critically examined the Models

Developed a workable Model

Develo?ed Training Materials

Provided In-service Training

N~

Developed New Organizational /
Structurr\
/
Developed NeXRole Descriptions J
) /
Developed Guid;Book v )

Implemented.t).\évhiodé'l J /

’

// //’/VM

(Signecx)

\ | //W

7 (Tmﬂf
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EVALUATICN REPORT "~

e Implementation of a District-Wide Evaluation Model

Please indicate the degree to which the New Rochelle Nova Practicum
Participants carried out the tasks or activities they proposed. Your indications
should be determined thru interface contact as well as your reading of their

papers and participation in their'training sessions.

Degree of
1 Implementation
Activity Very Moderately | Not
Observable | Dbservable | Observable
' . ’ It
Determined need for Evaluation Model M__M)/
r N\ - ,
/ Investigated Evaluation Models . ‘ - X » g
‘Described Evaluation Models \¢
Criticaily examined the Mcdels . Y
'Developbd a workable Model X
Developed Training Materi}}e—" '

Provided In-service Tya‘,vﬁ/ng X

Developed New Or;a/nizational
Structure .

&
Developed New Role Descriptions

Developed Guide Book

X x| X

Implemented the Model

’ -4
— !
'
< L._‘-l \~\“\_ "/ } [N
-7 7 - ) -~
“_\\S ;\':,,v_,u'k'. 1t /,?'HS > /(_ (: (N 2 S NP4
¥ .
. a _ '
~ /- (Stanedy \ RO
g -7 - [ .
K’/v,”':’_,,‘(, a .”\/(//’ / A S
~— (Iitle) )/ o
rd ! / 7 C,

rooopee WAEE TS
S ’




EVALUATION REPORT

Implementation of a District-Wide Evaluation Model

Please indicate the degree to which the New Rochelle Nova Practicum

Participants carried out the tasks or activities they proposed. Your indications

should be determined thru interface contact as well as your reading of their

apers and participation in their training sessions. /
pap p " p g —

Degree of
Implementation
Activity Very Moderately | Not
' Observable | Observable | Observable

Determined need for Evaluation Model X

Investigated Evaluation Models y

Described Evaluation Models '

Critically examined the Models

Developed a workable Model

Developed Training Materials

Provided In-service Training

Developed New Organizational
Structure

Developed New Role Descriptions

Developed Guide Book

L KX KR | P]

Implemented the Model

WM
(Signed <’\/
i -
'J,/ L /\ (- t{O

(Title)




EVALUATION REPORT

Implementation of a D;strict-Wide Evaluaﬂon Model

d
» -

Please indicate the degree to which the New Rochelle Nova Practicum

Participants carried out the tasks or activities they proposed. Your indications
should be determined thru interface contact as well as your reading of their

papers and participation in their training sessions,

Degree of

Implementation

Activity Very 1 Moderately | Not
Observable | Observable | Observable

Determined need for Evaluation Model

Investigated Evaluation Models

Described Evaluation Models

Critically examined the Models

Developed a workable Model

Developed Training Materials
3

Provided In-service Training

Developed New Crganizational
Structure

Developed New Role Descriptions

Developed Guide Beok

Implemented the Model

ERSERENENAAAAR

s/ // -
\..*,:_;[/_//4// —— \\\'f‘){ B TN N
(Signed)

N

-

L Ve
(Title)

<

fe




EVALUATION REPORT

Implementation of a District-Wide Evaluation Model

Please indicate the degree to which the New Rochelle Nova Practicum

Participants carried out the tasks or activities they propased. Your indications

should be determined thru interface contact as well as your reading of their

papers and participation in their training sessions.

Degree of

Implementation

Activity Very Moderately | Not
Observable | Observable Obseryable

Determined ;need for Evaluation Model

Investigated Evaluation Models

Described Evaluation Models <

Critically examined the Models , X
<

Developed a workable Model

Developed Training Materials

Provided In-service Training

Developed New Organizational
Structure

Developed New Role Descriptions

Developed Cuide Book

Implemented the Model

-

/[){&m,/f /J// et

(Signed) ¢

%I’/ (/zds/ £ W/JW

('I‘vltlc)

1
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EVALUATION REPORT

Implgementation of a District-Wide Evaluation Model

Please indicate the degree to which the New Rochelle Nova Practicum
Participants carried out the tasks or activities they proposed. Your indications

should be determined thru interface contact as well as your reading of their

‘papers and participation in their training sessions.

Degree of
Implementation
Activity Very foderately | Not
Observable | Observable | Observable

Determined need for Evaluation Model v
Investigated Evaluation Models v
Described Evaluation Models v
Critically examined the Models L

i
Developed a workable Model
Developed Training Materials -

&
Provided In-service Training /
Developed New Or.anizational ;
Structure 1
Developed New Role Descriptions - L
Developed Guide Book -
Implemented the Model o

7 o ,
_C_ ’ //; P ([/ _«/,//,/!'/’,/rﬂ'(/

(Signed)

. . - s S0 —
s f) . / 7 ! 7
A‘{‘, ; //L ¢ J0 b et e ‘/j n. /(417’ P /V/-
‘- 7

/ (Title) /
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EVALUATION REPORT

Implgmentation of a District-Wide Evaluation Model

Ple;ase indicate the degree to which the New Rochelle Nova Practicum
Participants carried out the tasks or activities they proposed. Your indications

should be determined thru interface contact as well as your reading of their

|
papers and participation in their training sessions.

- Degree of
Implementation
Activity Very .| Moderately | Not
Observable | Observable | Observable
Determined need for Evaluation Model L
Investigated Evaluation Models [
Described Evaluation Models 1
Critically examined the Models . /'
7
Developed a workable Model | ) /
Developed Training Materials (.-
. Provided In-service Training )
Developed New Organizational
Structure ;
Developed New Role Descriptions . y —
Developed Guide Book /
Implemented the Model ~ Y 7 A

- /7 ,a//(/ Q»L (g .-~

(Signed)
ﬂ%”? C(@Ab /
: (Tith)// / / 0
4 M/CL ?/Q. & :

‘ . a Q,/ é{,oz, 5:/7 7/ 4
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EVALUATION REPORT

Implementation of a District-Wide Evaluation Model

Ple_ase inditate the degree to which the New Rochelle Nova Practicum

Participants carried out the tasks or activities they proposed. Your indications

should be determined thru interface contact as well as your reading of their

papers and participation in their training sessions.

Degree of
Implementaticn ‘
Activity Very Moderately | Not
' Observable | Observable | Observable
— ow
Determined need for Evaluation Model /
\ (%
Investigated Evaluation Models /

Described Evaluation Models

Critically examined the Models

Developed a workable Model ‘ /
/

~
Developed Training Materials

Provided In-service Training

]

Developed New Organizational )

Structure l//

Developed New Role Descriptions l//
/

Developed Guide Book Ve

Implemented the Model /

\e‘Q //7 ¢ /77?(, / o
(Signed)

i /fTitlc)

VI |

ML -
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EVALUATION REPORT .

Implt_ementation of a District-Wide Evaluation Model

Please indicate the degree to which the New Rochelle Nova Practicum
Participants carried out the tasks or activities they proposed. Your indications

should be determined thru interface contact as well as your reading of their

papers and participation in their training sessions.

Degree of
Implemeptation
Activity Very "l Moderately | Not
Observable | Observable | Observable
Determined need for Evaluation Model X
Investigated Evaluation Models ' Y

Described Evaluation Models

Critically examined the Modgls

Developcd a workable Model

Developed Training Materials

X
X
X

Developed New Organizational
Structure -

Developed New Role Descriptions

X

Developed Guide Book

s

Provided In-service Training 7(
X
X

Implemcntcd the Model

oI

/  (Signed ' -
Do e B Bonbwan

(Title)
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Appendix B .

LIST OI' OVERHEADS IN ORIER OI' PRESENTATION

1. Rationale for Evaluation

2, 'Methodoldgy of Evaluation

3. Developing Evaluation Designs

4, Definition of Evaluation

5. The Relationship of Evaluation to Dec_:ision Making
6. Decision Making as a Basis“ for Evaluation

7. Decision Making [.nctions

8. Symbiotic Relationciiip

9. fvaluation Services Decision Maxing

10. Evaluation and IPec:sion Types

11, Evaluation Types and Croerations

12 A Deotailed Twalootion cdel

13. Thie CIPE Evat. cion Nodel

14, Context Evaluation

15. Input fvaluation

1o, bProcass Lvaluation

17. Proxiuct Hvaluating

18, Evaluation Tyios and Accoantadibity

13, mterface Methnodnlories wath Decision Linkers wnd/or Audiences

20, Inte:Taces of Lol oators wath Dhersion Wiakers ar'zd ‘or Auchiences
( 21, Vool Breabiden for olineating Information

2. Pinnning Chart for Collrction of Desceriptive Data
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23. Tasks for Statement of* Evaluation Assumptions
24. Tasks for Statement of Evaluation Policies
25. Tasks for Specification of Decisions

7

26. Tasks for Analysis of Data

27. Tasks for the Organization of Data o

28, Tasks for Preparation of Reports

29, Media Suggestions for Use in Reporting Evaluation Results
30. Members of a Model Evaluation Uanit -

31. Organization of Evaluation Units

32. Criteria for Assessing Evaluation .
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CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT

City of New Rochelle, New York

515 North Avenue e New Rochelle 10801
. Telephone—all schools and offices NE 2.9000

—

e

sy

Pugil Personnel Services

Seymour Samuels, Director

June 16, 1974

TO: All Pri\ncipalsa
FROM: Center for Educational Evaluation and Development
RE: District Plan

In accordance with the new State %id formMa, the New York State
Department of Education has mandated that all school districts submit a
District Plan which will enable students with special educational necds to
qualify for additional aid ‘monies. "Students classified as having special
educational needs are those pupils who have scored on their most recent

‘acceptable test at least two grade levels below the nouimn in reading or in

mathematics, except in the case of pupils 1n grades 2 and below who shall
be eligible for such_ supplementary programs on the basis of thesr most recent
acceptable recadiness or other test scores which predict serious deficiency
in reading or in mathematics by the time such pupils shall have reached
grade 3."

The purposc of this s
determining priority pupil needs and p
According to the New York State P.E.P. results for the last two

years, it is estimated that appro:simately the following percentage at each

grade level in your scheol have spccial educational needs.

Scliool ) Reading Math

Webster ) 30% 37 %

Pleasc outline the instructional strategies being used to meet
these needs:
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CITY SCHOOIL. DISTRICT OF NLW ROCHELLE -

CENTER FOR EDUCATIONAL LVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT

PROGRAM FOR STUDENTS WITH SPECIAL NEEDS

e
This instrument* is designed to help assess the adequacy ‘of a program.

This is a checklist against which the administrator may ‘hold his program
for comparison. Followmg the checklist is a further list of questions. This
section also includes a list of questions that help determine program compati-

bility.
Yes  No
1. Staff qualifications are sufficient for performing staff
functions and duties.
2. Staff duties are clearly related to staff functions. ,
3. The administrative support'is sufficient for program
cperation.
4. Media are related te and sufficient for student
activities.
5. Facilities are adeguate for program operation. L
| _—
-~ |
6. The time allotted for program operation is sufficient ‘
to accomplish program goals. *
N . . 4
7. student activities are related to student goals. \ .

8. Staff act vitics are related to student goals.

9. A process is defined that 1s sufficient to change
each input 1nto the output. i

10. Communication activities within the program and
between tre riotram staff and others are sufficient
to support ¢ eration,

‘

x*Adapted f1om haleom Provus' DEM -
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N

Questions:
“ J
1. Do the objcttives tell what the student does to signify success 1in the ‘
program ? .
. \ 2.\ Are the ob#ectives clearly related to day-to-day activities of the program ?
o T
xl ' - (7,3, Are the entering behaviors consxstent with the selection criteria of the
PR participants?
4. Are the entering behaviors linked to the program's objectives ?
"5. Are the media clearly related to activities ? Are they sufficient for the
P essential activities? .
. 6. Are the activitics related to the objectives? Is there at least one activity
L. - . for each objective ?

Ay
7. Are time resqurces reahstlcally related to the ochctlvea . Is there sufficient
/ }  time for each spccmed activity ?

8. Are staff qualifications and charact@éristics adequate for the functions
defmgd ? If not, are inservice activitics spelled out to make them adequate ?

9., Areé all functxons nccessary to serve the objectives included ?

10. Arc/the functions for each group clearly related to program objectives ?

11. Are the staff duties %learly rclated to staff functions ?

Al - P s | I o )
{{ duties clearly aelinea ¢ ~

J)

5 Ao hm £F
12, Are stall

13. Are there duties for each function?

14. Mre intrastaff activitios adequate for support of program operations ? for
support of program objectives?

Pl
15. Are communication channels outside the program related to support neceds ?

a\~'




CiTY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW ROCHLLLE
CENTLR FOR LDUCATIONAL LVALUATION AND DLVELOPMENT

»
4
-

TEACHER PROGRESS REPORT

Name of Teacher School

Date

Ny

Please answer each of the following questions to the best of your ability and gn
the basis of your own personal experience. ;

1. Ha& a new practice aimed at coping with problems of students with special
needs Now been adopted 1n your schiool ?

Yes No

_Are you aware of any noticeable benefit to you or your colleagues derived
from the program adovted ?

Yes No

Are there any discernible benelits tg\_stuc‘:onts ?
- 4 Lo N -

Ae there any discernible benefits to administrators?

Has it

Leen.necessary to change the program originally
adopted ?

If yes, please explain:

Wwould you like to sce an immediate charge in the
program Low being used ?

if yes, what change would you suggest and why ?

Do you anticipate that the pre
as oficint !y intended for the comng morth ¥

If no, please expiaing

Ploace ke any other commonts you {orl are relevant to the success of
th:e program, . ‘ ' :
pros 19;. <




CITY SCHOOL DISTPICT OF NIW ROCHELL.. '
CENTER I'(:R EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT
~—

List the in-service staff development activities conducted in your scheol
district in preparation for programs for students, with special needs. Friease
list each training topic, the number of personnél trained in each topic and
the number of traung hours devoted to cach topic.

" Number of l Number of ‘
TITLL O TOPIC Personnel Training
, Trained Hours
! 3
1
‘ i
| |
| i 3
| | a
s | | 1
| . “ | l
! ‘1
j | :
| | |
| ’t |
|
o | |
|
| |
\ “ \i
g ;! A | |
|
@
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CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW ROCHELLE
CENTLR VOR IIEQQATI(DI\TAL EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT

v
N
e
%

Students with Special Needs (Secondary School Principal) . .

[

Special Needs Pr ram. This schoo! year % of your studz‘ nts are stuupr.ts
with special néeds. In order to discover the actual benefits apd problems
associated with your program, a wide variety of informatien other than standardized

test scores must be collected.

AN

\ , \\
1. “Ware changes in type and/or quantity of instructional materials
required to implemebt programs for these students? ! Yes -~ No

If your answer is yes. check these items affected:
\-\ °) textbooks desks sirulation goals
. audio-visua! equipment work books _training packages
”
research materials instructionai guides
library materials
2. Was rescheduling of course necessary ? Yes No

Ay

How difficuit v-as rescheduling with the addition of

’ Special Programs ¢ompared to scheduling courses pricr to: less
ST T Y / Same_
. More
; Vucn more

3. If your staff participated ir staff development prepasatory peior to
implpmvﬂn*arion of the program, how do you rate the value or the in- .
service sfa dgvelopment 7 !_rate on an increasing scale going from .
"no value" .0 "gre: 3t value, 1 2 3 4 5 6

3. What natterns of time wore made available for staff. to modify instructional
patterns {or studems ?




Principals

3

List the in-service staff development activities conducted in your building

in preparation for the Special Needs Program fn the last 3 years.

list each training topic; (the number of personnel trained, the number of

fraining hours, and the trainer.) :

Please

H

T Number of - | Number of
Title of Topic Personnel Hours Trainer
Trained i




ERIC '
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.

Interview Guide . (Random sample)
¢ ¢ 3 ’
Counselor/__- ’
. — - .
’/ . o s . A’ + , .
- 4 ~ < .l
Q. What has been the teacher's reaction to the Special Needs Program? ¢
. . l 1 *
. .
T~ . - =
< > . s
. L4 g
» [ 4
How have pupil® reacfed™?
U L}
™. . : . ‘
J . .
/ )
[ o+ *
! .
Y
. \
"How have parents rcacted ? .
- 3 A
) 3
LS
-3- \» ’
a0 v
\)‘ . vt s




CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW ROCHELLE

CENTER FOR EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT

v

. \
- Subject Area- r./ Date of completion of list of objectives,
ot ) . ) items, and expected student performance:
. .7
B [N T
-, \
~ - . Expected Actual Date of
Objectives < . Items N Student Student Measure- Irterpretation .
) ) ‘Pérformance | Performance | ment
, |
|
o \ !
) op)
\ . L
) " . X
§ K \h |
’ ¥
- ) -
" . . )
. C i
N . - |
4 ~ “
. “ i
~-~ N m ]

) A . m
. |

N ‘. { n ) OB

=~

: — B

- ﬂ Evn
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CITY SCHOOL DISTRICT OF NEW ROCHELLE
CENTER FOR EDUCATIONAL EVALUATION AND DEVELOPMENT

N ”

SPECIAL NEED:, ATTITUDE TOWARD LEARNING PROCESSES {Elementary)

CHLCK: (* )BOY ( )GIRL Grade

We would like to know how you feel about how you learn in school. Blacken in
the circle with a pencil to show how you feel. Fill in only one circle for each -
question. YOUR TEACHER WILL NOT SEE THIS. Have fun! o

r

1. We get enough time to help

each other in class..... e eeseenenn e e eee s NO SOMETIMES USUALLY YES
@] 0 O @]
2. 1 have to spend too much time
sitting at my desk...... ceeeeeesceassenaos NO SOMETIMES USUALLY . YES
O O O‘ O
3. Everybody has to work on the . . .
same thing at the same time............ .. NO SQMETIMES,H USUALLY YES
) o -7 0 O O
4. We get enough chances to choose the kinds -
of things we want to do in this class...... NO SOMETIMES USUALLY YES
O q @] @]
'S, We have to get permission from teachers * \_
to do anything around here............... NO SOMETIMES USUALLY YES-
. ) : ; SNO) O @] @]
\
6. We have enough chances to go outside
the classroom and outside the school
to learn things..... teceeceoncnoeeea e NO SOMETIMES USUALLY YES
O O ! O O
7. If we tell the teacher what we would . .
like to do, she tries toletusdoit........ NO SOMETIMES - USUALLY YES
@] - O @] @]
8. Teachers do too much of the talking
IN ClaSS e s iveeveneoneeneseeonsosoanas NO SOMLTIMES USUALLY YES
; @] @] O, @]
9, We have enough chances to walk
around in the classrcom. ..vvveveveecons, NO SOMLTIMES USUALLY YES
@] @] o) @]
157 cont....




3

10. I have enough chances.to sit togethér ' s

with my friends in this school........... NO SOMETIMES USUALLY YES.
' o) 0] 0] v 0
11. "We spend too much of our class time . .
reading the same books over and
~ OVer @gaiN....elecesseesesscancessss.. NO SOMETIMES USUALLY YES
v @) 0] 0] 0]
= . , .
. 12.. We have too much homework.e—. .. . ... NO SOMETIMES | USUALLY  YES
! \ @) 0] 0] 0]
o 13. I have enough chances to work with
my friends in small groups........... e NO SOMETIMES USUALLY YES
o - . O (0] 0
14. T have enough chances to work on — .
special things that I really like....... ... NO SOMETIMES USUALLY YES
: @) 0] 0 0
15. I Have enough chances to work as fast
orfas slowas Iwant t0...eoeeeeevecenen NO SOMETIMES USUALLY YES
T O 0] 0 0
i
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GUIDE

. to
INITIATING EVALUATION THROUGH
NEW ROCHELLE EVALUATION MODEL

Introduction
~

This guide has been prepared to provide the user with a systematic,
_step by step procedure for implementing desired evaluation, It p. .sents a brief
description of what evaluation is as well as the stebs necessary in order to

carry out cmluati;y‘in the City School District of New Rochelie.

More detailed information can be found in the already developed New ~

Rochelle Evaluation Model. .

&

\
!

What is I‘,valuatioE? .

/

Evaluation is'the process’ of delineating, oﬂtaining and providing useful
P

information for making educational decisions. In line with this definition is
the belicf that evaluation is to improve rather than to prove.
The process of evaluatjon depends upon the types of decisions one has

to make. The decisions can be categorized into four types:

1. Planning Decisions - These decisions specify the objectives to

be achicved in an educational system.,
{ \
Structurina Decisions - These decisions specify the means to

achieve the ends which have been established as a result of

planning decisions.

Implementing Decisions - These decisions involve choices in

carrying through tho action plan established by structuring deci-

sion,

2030




- .-

>

4. Recycling Decisions - These decisions relate to choices in deter-

; A
mining whether to continue, tcrnn'nate, evoive, or drastically modify
' t »

the activity or program devoted to the solution of a system problem,

Decision Types and Evaluation Types

"

Each type of decision req‘uires a unique type of evaluation activities.

{ A Y

Planning Dec .ions - serviced by - Context>:i3valuation
Structuring chisions. - serviced by -~ Input Evaluation
‘ Implementing Decisions - servickd by =~ Process Evaluatipn
: Recycling Decis‘ions' - serviced by -~  Product Evaluation

' 1. COnte;d Lvaluation - This type of evaluation is systematic and
macroanralytic. \Its purpose is to provide a rationale for the:
deterraination of objectives. It defines the environment, describe
the desired and actual condilions peréining to the envilronment,

identifics unmet needs, and diagnoses the problems that prevent

nceds from bcing moct.

2. Input Evaluation - This type of evaluation is essentially ad hoc
and microanalytic. Its purpose is to provide information for
determining how to utilize resources to meet program goals. It

) ' . a (_~,

identifics and assesses relevant capabilities of the responsible

- ' o individuals or agencies, strateqgics for achieving program goals,

and designs for implementing a sclected strategy.
Z
3. Process Bvaluation - This type of evaluation provides periodic

s
feedback to persons responsible for fmplementing plans and pro-

cedures. It has three objectlives: (1) to detect or predict defects

oG




in the procedural design or its implementation during the imple-

mentation stages; (2) to provide information for programmed

decisions, and (3) to maintain a record of the procedure as it

occurs.
X

4. Product Evaluation - This type of evaluation measures and iater-

J pret< attainments at the end of a program cycle. It assesses the
extent to which ends are being attained with respect to the change

efforts. =~
s \
CIPP is an acrcnym formed from the first letters of the four ‘basic kinds
¥ ,
of evaluation: Context, lnput, Process, Product, developed by Daniel Stufﬂebeam

and incorporated as the basic framework for the New Rochelle Evaluation Model.

N
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Evaluation is

The Process of Delineating,. Obtaining and Providing Useful

INFORMATION . . . ..

\ | wl/

for making .

e o o o o o Ve o & e e e s 0 e o

T
g teXL e o o o o o
Analysis of existing objectives
of programs, scores, staff and‘
community concerns and _ )
characteristics, etc.
- - . ) . Y
. Ingut........."’.../.,.{‘i.
Vol . Co

Anal}rsis of existing programs
and resource’s, identification of

pt successful,outside programs and

materials, information from
literature cn strengths and
weaknesses of programs, etc.

ProcesSsS «. ¢« o ¢ ¢ o ¢ ¢ o o o

P |
Staff support, conflicts in
qrganizafion, tight budgets and
schedules, strengths and
* weaknesses of materials,
"*misunderstanding_of purposes,
lack of trained personnel.

';,.? Product . © <% vv ¢ ¢ ¢ ¢« «
Performance in relation to
expected outcomes and
o%ectives, costs and benefits

ifferent program activities,
etc.

3

e e s e s e e .‘Imkle‘menting

i
7

EDUCATIONAL DECISIONS

. Planning

L3

How will are we doing in our’

programs? What problems exist? *

What changes in purposes should
be made?

Structuring

*Can we modlfy existing programs ?.
What alternative programs could
we use ?. What programs are
feasible and likely to succeed?
How should they be organized

and stafied? What program would
be selected? ;

fb

Is an/thmg going wrong in the’
program ? Staff? Schedule? eﬂ

B,
«+++. ... Recycling

How well did our program work ?
Should we continue, modify,
or drop the program?

| ond
'Y
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The New Rochelle Evaluati_én Mode!l will provide both proactive support

for decision making and retroactive support for agcountabibity, -

-~

Decision
Making

g

Accountability,

{

N

Context Input Process Product
Solution *
Objectives strategy | Impiementaticn |- Termination
Continuation
Procedusal Modification
desicn - or Installation
{ Record of ° ! Record of . Reccrd of Record of
objectives and chosen strategy | the actual attainments
bases for and design and | process and recycling
i their choice reasons for

1

The following matrix, developed by Daniel Stufflebeam, serves to summarize

their choice

decisions

[ S ———

the evaluation model.

|

]

//
. I I\
Data Requirements | ( 5 v Evaluation Types
for Accountability ,'\ - Bqntg"xt Input Process Product
l\‘ F .
x '\\'“ .
- - What objcctives'; were chosen? - X \ - g }
Why ? ' ~. X .
Were they adopted? X X
Were they achicved ? a\ X
What designs were chosen? X )
Why ? X & . J
o Were thoy implomented 7 : ) x
What wore their eficcts? X
2C6H
¢ # ' 4




THE, ROLE OF ADMINiISTRATCRS AND TEACHERS
A ,

The rolo of the droisicn-maker who gathers and weighs information prior

t

te making a choice and tak§ing action applies to all memkers of the udministrative
7 .

and tecaching stiff since both funiction as decision-makers. Principals, teachers,

and other designated professional personnel, individually or in cooperation with

2

others, have four broad obligations in the procesz of evaluation. These obliga-

¢

ticns g]eal with focusing on evaluation information tu be provided, providing

information tc member;;of the cvaluation staff, handling evaluation information

-

giver to them, and using evaluaticn irformation provicded to them., : ‘
L. |

The steps neccssary to initiate and complete evalvation include:
1. Staff, through the building piincipal, shall define a program or
programs that require decisions. .
2. Staff, through the building principal, will define the necessary
. decisions for which information will be needed. ) )
3. The piincipai will identify represenf:gtivc staff that are involved
in-the proéram which is in need of evaluation, . .
4. This appointed staff will ke considered and function as the Program
Staf{f Team.. Activities of Program Sta‘ff Team may include:

a. Identify stardards

h. Tind ways in which to wort: with staff to reformuldte

-

// standards if necessary
c. Tind ways io resolve difference
. d. Idenfity informatinn available or attainable in order to
' .

compare actuai performance with what is expected (standard)

207
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‘10,

e. Provide to Evaluation Staff information\descriptive cf
program performance
f. Choose between alternatives when(there are discrepancies
. between periormance and standard

y. Follow through to implement alternéfives

‘ h. Maintain liaisor with evaluation staff to receive and

provide useful information necessary f<;r decision making
It is not expected that the program .staff team can carry out -
thesa activities without suppc;rt of the district Evaluation Staif
Team,

The building principal secures the services of \heAdistrict
%

-

vaaluation Staff Team by filling'out\the Evalwiatién‘Services .
Requnrst Form. Theseé forms are in the oifice of the building
principal. A copy of this form is attached to this guide.

Any staff member may rc»‘quest such evaluation services; however,

requests must be submitted through the building principal.
‘ L
The request for evaluation services should be submitted to the

Director «f Pupil Persomnel Services - Center for Educationa]
Evaluation and Dcvcl%)ment. ‘
/ ) /
. \v -
The district Evaluation Staff Team will proviac the overall

guidance for the evaluation including operations, dire?ction,

rr

information, materials, data processing, statistical analysis,

. ’ \
and personnci.

The district Evaluation Staff Team will provide the guidance and

support to the Program Staff in their role of recoivihg and

208 ’




»
providing useful information for making decisions.

11. In addition, the following activities may also be performed by

s

the Evaluation Staff Team: . .
a. Identify decision points in the entire evaluation process
" b. Fstablish and maintain an apparatus whereby staff may

“ formulate standards (what is expected)
) // ¢ '_ e
: .. c. Insure’the adequacy of standards

d. Communicate statement of standards to staff

e. Identify information needed to compare pepformance with
standards .
. ' <

f. Design a method of obtaining program-performance -
information
R 5
g. Report standards vs. performance ‘discrepancy

R h. Identify decision points in thé problem solving process

i. Locate information as to cause of program-performance

deficiency
j. Identify decision points in chosing/criteria to be used for
selecting possible and best corrective alternatives

k. Locate and synthesize infgrmation as requested.
o

” ”
Al
\\— . %
e’
4 f

DETINITION

- 4

Iducational evaluation is the process of delincating, obtaining, and

providing useful information {or judging decision alternatives.
C, .

"Evaluation is Lo improve, not to prove, "

200
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Appendix A )
, -~
Center for Educational Evaluation and Development
Office of Pupil Personnel Services

N .
EVALUATION SERVICES \
REQUEST FORM
Name __ ® - Position
School - ) Activity¥Title

Date

Y

. A\
Brief Description of Activity (Program):

A\

-

Evaluation Services Desired ~ ‘Specific Information Necded:

<

(Principal)

T 220
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Appendix B

NEW ROCHELLE DISTRICT TESTING SCHEDULE

\
' /)
N\
‘\
\ //
4
7
4
7
// !
7




City School District of New Rochelle

s : Department of Pupil Personnel Services
Officc .of Psychological Services ' 3
- i . |
S Administration
“Grade Date ‘ Type of Test Name of Test
“Kg \\Sept. 23-27 ! Basic Concépts Boehm Test of Basic Concepts
. Al ;
1 Sept. 23-27 ' Reading Readiness Murphy Durrell Réading Readiness
2 Oct, 15-18 ' Achicvement -} Iowa Test of Basic Skills,
i Primary Torm 5, Level 7
3 Sep.30-Oct.4 ! Achicvement _ N.Y. State Reading and Arithmetic
Oct, 15-18 . Achievement Iowa Test of Basic Skills,
' i Form 5, Level 8
4 Oct. 15-18 ' Achievement Towa Test of Basic Skills,
: Form 5, lLevel 9
Nov. 11-15 , Ability Lprge-Thorndike
5> | Oct. 15-18 Achievement Towa Test of Basic Skills,
N f Form 5, Ievel 10 ’
6 Sep.30-Oct.4  Achievemunt N.Y. State Reading and Arithmetic
Oct. 15-18 Achievement Iowa Test of Basic SkAills,
) ‘ , Form 5, Level 11 (\
Nov. 11-15 " Ability Lorg&=Thorndike
7 Oct. 15—18 Achicvement {  Towa Test of Basic Skills,
i Form 5, Tevel 12
8 Oct. 15-18 . Achievement Towa Test of Basic Skills,
g : Form 5, Level 13
Dec. 3-6 Aptitude Differential Aptitude Test
9 Sep.30-Oct.4  Achievement . N.Y. State Reading and Arithmetic
Oc¢t. 15-18 Achicvement Iowa Test of Basic Skills,
, Form 5, Level 14 /
10 - OUT OTF SYSTEM TLSTING
11 OUT OT SYSTEM TESTING
12 OUT OF SYSTEM TESTING

i

~
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